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There  is  an  enormous  amount  of  energy  dedicated  to  solving  the  problem  of  Iran, 
yet  still  the  question  arises;  "Why  can’t  the  United  States  develop  a  policy  that 
normalizes  relations  with  Iran?”  Perhaps,  it  is  because  the  answers  have  been  marked 
by  superficial  responses.  The  question  of  Iran  is  confused  with  the  outcomes  of  a 
successful  policy  that  include  access  to  oil  and  a  non-nuclear  Iran.  Although  these 
outcomes  describe  a  future  US-lranian  relationship,  they  are  little  more  than  stars  to 
steer  to  by  for  strategists.  As  a  result,  initiatives  fail  during  development  or  their 
implementation  leads  to  a  decline  of  US  regional  influence. 

Based  on  the  combination  of  the  historic  relationship  and  the  current  preferences 
that  orient  US  policy  towards  Iran,  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  peoples  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Islamic  Republic  of  Iran  will  engage  in  a  regional  war  before  2020  if 
nothing  changes  in  the  approach  of  the  United  States.  This  paper  argues  that  by 
examining  the  conditions  of  US  decline  in  the  context  of  a  US  -  Iranian  regional  power 
struggle,  systemically  different  recommendations  could  be  made  concerning  US 


interests  and  Iran. 


A  DROWNING  MAN'S  UMBRELLA  QUEST:  AMERICA'S  SEARCH  FOR  IRANIAN 

POLICY 


Despite  declarations  of  US  sanctions  against  Iran  in  2008,  President  Barack 
Obama  came  into  office  believing  there  was  an  opportunity  to  dissuade  Iranian  nuclear 
aspirations  by  offering  a  new  approach  to  US-lranian  strategy.1  In  a  September  2009 
conciliatory  gesture,  the  United  States  sought  to  reverse  mistrust  by  meeting  with  Iran.2 
Disregarding  years  of  developments  between  the  two  countries,  Iran  was  expected  to 
just  as  swiftly  receive  the  new  US  Administration  as  a  new  beginning.  The  premise  of 
the  new  approach  was  to  integrate  Iran  into  the  world  economy  for  compromises  on  its 
nuclear  program.  Even  under  skepticism  by  his  own  administration,  the  President 
sought  to  change  the  approach  to  Iran  through  a  policy  of  "engagement."3 

The  first  expression  of  this  approach  came  in  a  message  to  the  Iranian  people  on 
the  occasion  of  Nowruz,  the  Persian  New  Year,  March  19,  2009.  President  Obama 
stated  that  "the  United  States  is  now  committed  to  diplomacy  that  addresses  the  full 
range  of  issues  before  us,  and  to  pursuing  constructive  ties  among  the  United  States, 
Iran,  and  the  international  community.”4  He  also  constrained  diplomatic  efforts  by  stating 
that  the  United  States  would  not  seek  “regime  change.”5  In  support  of  that  approach, 
Administration  officials  did  not  openly  advocate  military  options. 

Iran's  brutal  reaction  to  protests  beginning  in  December  2009  would  test  the  new 
policy.6  Frustration  would  result  in  a  change  to  the  US  tone  of  appeasement  as 
President  Obama  publically  criticized  Iran's  refusal  of  US  diplomatic  overtures  in  the 
2010  Nowruz  message.7  This  attitude  would  culminate  by  July  201 0.  After  approving 
tough  sanctions  against  Iran  over  its  nuclear  program,  President  Obama  would 


noticeably  not  comment  against  Israeli  air  strikes  on  Iran.  He  indicated  that  the  US 
preferred  a  diplomatic  solution,  but  offered  a  familiar  quote:  "I  assure  you,  I  have  not 
taken  options  off  the  table."8 

Indications  of  the  policy's  failure  were  evident  six  months  before  the  President's 
July  comments.  In  January  2010,  the  Pentagon  warned  the  White  House  that  the  United 
States  does  not  have  an  effective  long-range  policy  for  dealing  with  the  Iranian  nuclear 
issue.  As  a  result,  the  National  Security  Adviser,  General  James  L.  Jones,  would  begin 
to  develop  new  policy  alternatives  that  included  revised  military  options  should 
diplomacy  and  sanctions  fail.9  Less  than  one  year  after  a  noble  expression  of  hope,  the 
policy  of  diplomatic  engagement  with  Iran  would  result  in  only  harsh  sanctions  and 
intense  rhetoric. 

After  learning  that  the  United  States  would  not  assist  pro-democratic  movements 
in  2010,  an  Iranian  protestor  would  attempt  to  describe  the  paradox  and  bewilderment 
of  the  US  message.  "They  [the  United  States]  are  like  the  drowning  man  who  spends 
the  final  moments  of  his  life  looking  for  an  umbrella.  For  years  [the  United  States] 
encouraged  [us]  to  take  to  the  streets...  now  [the  United  States]  supports  our 
government?"10 

As  insinuated  in  this  paper's  title,  an  enormous  amount  of  resources  have  been 
spent  during  the  'umbrella  quest'  to  find  a  solution  to  the  problem  of  Iran.  Still  the 
questions  arise;  "Why  can't  the  United  States  and  Iran  normalize  relations?  And  if  so; 
"How  could  the  United  States  formulate  a  strategic  architecture  that  allows  polices  to 
stabilize  the  region?"  These  questions  continue  to  rise  because  answers  are  superficial 
descriptions  of  what  the  "United  States  wants  the  Middle  East  to  be"  rather  than 
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prescriptions  that  will  make  a  stable  region.  Portrayed  as  separate  policies,  outcomes 
like  'access  to  regional  oil'  and  'a  non-nuclear  Iran'  excludes  important  conditions  that,  if 
addressed,  could  solve  issues  underlying  the  sum  of  the  Iranian  problem.  Partitioning 
policies  also  compartmentalizes  and  constrains  US  instruments  of  power.  In  the  end, 
the  current  answers  to  these  questions  are  no  more  than  stars  to  steer  by. 

The  201 0  shift  back  towards  enacting  sanctions  on  Iran,  indicates  that  the 
Obama  Administration  is  now  beginning  to  comprehend  that  the  direction  of  the  US- 
Iranian  relationship  is  not  a  course  that  is  plotted  standing  still.  It  is  actually  a  trajectory 
driven  by  the  very  powerful  and  dynamic  force  of  history.  Given  this  feature,  each  step 
taken  along  this  particular  trajectory  makes  it  more  difficult  to  reverse  course.  The 
enactment  of  recent  sanctions  only  reinforces  decades  of  suspicion  and  enmity.  As 
demonstrated  in  this  return  hard-line  policy,  the  cost  of  switching  to  a  peaceful 
preference  rose  to  a  risk  that  makes  a  reasonable  alternative  to  conflict  irrelevant.11 

The  declaration  that  "history  matters"  is  often  invoked,  but  rarely  unpacked  in 
policy  formulation.12  This  has  been  evident  in  the  US-lranian  relationship  to  date.  From 
multiple  administrations  of  different  political  parties,  US  policies  towards  Iran  share  two 
distinct  characteristics.13  First,  Iranian  policies  have  started  small  in  scope,  but  always 
reinforce  negative  perceptions  that  bring  unintended  consequences.  Second,  US  policy 
towards  Iran  makes  grand  entrances  that  erode  over  time  because  it  does  not  possess 
characteristics  that  generate  not  just  initial  success,  but  substantial  resilience  over 
time.14  If  this  trajectory  is  not  changed,  this  research  concludes  that  the  United  States 
and  Iran  will  likely  engage  in  a  regional  war  between  the  dates  of  2014  and  2020. 
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By  approaching  policy  as  something  distinct  from  the  way  in  which  political  actors 
select  policies  at  a  moment  in  time  to  serve  their  needs,  the  certainty  of  war  can 
change.  In  the  short  lived  engagement  policy,  President  Obama  was  ill  served  by 
strategists  that  were  preoccupied  with  the  moment  of  policy  choice  and  directed  him 
towards  the  dramatic  and  away  from  the  important.15  By  using  the  temporal  concept  of 
path  dependence,  policy  developments  can  be  made  to  alter  the  trajectory  of  US-lranian 
conflict.  New  policy  options  can  be  placed  on  a  trajectory  that  can  prescribe  revisions  to 
normalize  the  US-lranian  relationship  by  constructing  a  narrative  of  continuity  and 
change  that  is  attentive  to  order  and  sequence. 

Principles  of  Policy  Development:  Time  and  Structure 

The  policy  framework  for  this  paper  was  constructed  from  two  reputable  and 
contemporary  models  on  the  causes  of  conflict.  The  sources  of  these  concepts  are 
found  in  Politics  in  Time  by  Paul  Pierson  and  Dale  Copeland's,  The  Origins  of  Major 
War.  Combined  together,  their  ideas  on  path  dependence  and  dynamic  differential 
theory  were  valuable  in  finding  promising  alternatives  to  US  policy  on  Iran. 

Pierson's  work  Politics  in  Time  recognizes  that  most  polices  unconsciously  take  a 
snapshot  view  of  the  strategic  environment.  He  contends  that  the  real  meanings  of 
events  are  distorted  when  they  are  ripped  from  their  context.  Pierson  argues  that 
placing  politics  in  time  vastly  enriches  the  understanding  of  international  conflicts,  and 
greatly  improves  the  mechanisms  to  solve  them.  This  concept  is  path  dependence.  It 
means  "that  what  happened  at  an  earlier  point  in  time  will  affect  the  possible  outcomes 
of  a  sequence  of  events  occurring  at  a  later  point  in  time."16  Path  dependence  also 
describes  the  high  price  that  is  paid  when  leaders  ignore  the  profound  effects  of  time  on 
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policy  development.  The  goal  is  to  find  policy  options  through  a  process  that  is  based  on 

the  declaration  that  "history  matters."17  A  narrower  conception  follows: 

...Once  a  country...  has  started  down  a  track,  the  cost  of  reversal  is  very 
high.  There  will  be  other  choice  points,  but  the  entrenchments  of  certain 
arrangements  obstruct  an  easy  reversal  of  the  initial  choice.  Perhaps  the 
better  metaphor  is  a  tree...  From  the  same  trunk,  there  are  many  branches 
and  smaller  branches.  Although  it  is  possible  to  turn  around  or  to  clamber 
from  one  to  the  other,  the  branch  on  which  the  next  climber  begins  is  the 
one  they  tend  to  follow  from  the  first  climber.18 

A  crucial  feature  of  path  dependence  is  identifying  the  common  characteristics  of 
reinforcing  actions  that  define  a  state's  trajectory.  Histories  distinguished  by  sanctions, 
deterrence  and  crisis,  create  a  trajectory  characterized  as  conflict.  Once  this  quality 
becomes  too  powerful,  reversal  is  impossible  because  benefits  of  current  hard-line 
actions  outweigh  other  options.  The  trajectory  can  only  move  forward  through  an 
"irreversible  branching  process."19  Past  hard-line  actions  are  amplified  to  predict  a  time 
period  where  conflict  may  turn  to  a  state  of  war. 

With  policy  reversal  no  longer  an  alternative,  this  is  a  predicted  moment  in  time 
where  two  branches  of  the  same  path  forward  are  available  to  a  state.  First,  follow  the 
trajectory  and  wage  war  to  forcefully  redirect  the  relationship  towards  peace.  The 
second  would  be  to  seek  to  avert  war  through  an  expensive  and  time  consuming  route 
of  implementing  new  actions  without  risking  the  benefits  of  old  ones.  The  fact  is,  to  be 
successful,  a  state  must  do  both. 

Once  a  war  can  be  predicted  with  certainty,  a  state  must  implement  policies  that 
would  make  both  branches  possible  without  actually  choosing  one  over  another.  A  state 
cannot  afford  to  sacrifice  preparation  for  a  highly  certain  war  while  just  focusing  on 
creating  the  possibility  of  a  new  reality.  Just  as  remiss  would  be  to  deliberately  not 
create  an  opportunity  for  long  term  stability  because  of  the  convenience  existing  of  short 
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term  benefits  from  hard-line  actions.  Active  mechanisms  must  be  implemented  during 
the  policy  development  process.  On  an  intense  conflict  trajectory,  states  must  prepare 
for  a  likely  war;  reduce  the  probability  of  that  war  occurring;  and  at  the  same  time  create 
the  possibility  of  an  alternate  reality  of  peace.  The  absence  of  a  leader's  decision  is 
critical  to  the  success  of  policy  development  during  this  time  period.  When  the  time 
does  come  for  a  leader  to  decide  based  on  this  feedback,  ultimate  selection  of  a 
successful  policy  is  increased  with  little  or  no  frustration  or  risk  to  the  state. 

This  time  period  is  defined  as  a  critical  juncture.  As  described  above,  they  can  be 
recognized  in  the  future  as  opportunities  for  major  reforms  or  discovered  in 
examinations  of  the  past  as  causes  for  conflict.  They  are  qualified  as  "critical"  because 
the  arrangements  of  policies  at  that  point  will  create  new  paths  or  intensify  qualities  of 
the  current  path  from  that  time  forward.20  This  makes  critical  junctures  important 
elements  of  a  strategic  architecture.  If  the  full  range  of  policy  options  can  be  sequenced 
and  arranged  before  entering  a  critical  juncture,  the  chances  of  success  increase.  Yet, 
with  no  additional  structure  to  policy  development,  a  timeline  that  identifies  and  predicts 
when  a  conflict  will  unfold  is  insufficient. 

Dale  Copeland's,  The  Origins  of  Major  War  provides  the  structure  for  use  in 
developing  strategies  that  will  address  future  certainties  while  creating  new  realities. 
Theoretically  complete,  Copeland  synthesizes  ideas  about  the  origins  of  wars  into  a 
structure  called  dynamic  differential  theory.2'1  He  begins  with  identifying  the  one  factor 
that  drives  states  regardless  of  their  particular  ideology:  power.  Dividing  the  notion  of 
power  into  three  sub-types;  military,  economic  and  potential  influence,  he  shows  how 
decline  in  any  of  these  areas  may  dictate  a  state's  behavior.22  With  convincing  evidence 


6 


he  shows  that  wars  tend  to  be  preventive  actions  initiated  by  dominant  states  fearful  of 
decline. 23  His  assertion  is  that  a  state  in  decline  will  be  more  open  to  see  war  as  a 
logical  tool  to  maintain  power.  Copeland  predicts  that  these  wars  are  more  likely  in  a 
geographic  region  of  important  or  vital  interest  to  the  dominant  state.  Combining  these 
ideas  also  explains  why  states  might  continue  hard-line  actions  that  greatly  increase  the 
risk  of  an  escalation  to  war  while  still  preferring  peace.24 

The  theory  offers  three  assumptions  for  policy  development.  First,  assuming 
states  are  rational  security-seeking  actors,  it  is  the  militarily  superior  state  in  decline  that 
is  most  likely  to  start  a  war.  Second,  in  a  bipolar  distribution  of  power  the  declining  state 
can  attack  even  when  roughly  equal  and  the  probability  of  war  is  increased  because  the 
attacker  is  not  limited  to  just  the  superior  state.  Third,  the  probability  of  war  increases 
when  decline  is  seen  as  both  deep  and  predictable.  A  consideration  of  overall  economic 
and  potential  power  is  crucial  in  determining  the  extent  of  military  power  decline.25  The 
logic  is  that  if  the  United  States  finds  itself  in  decline,  it  should  worry  that  if  Iran  rises;  it 
will  either  attack  the  United  States  later  or  coerce  it  into  concessions  that  will 
compromise  US  security. 
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Foreign  Policy  Development  Framework 


Contributory  Factors 

Variables: 


Policy  Choices 


1.  Initial  differential  of  relative 
military  power 

2.  Depth  of  Decline 

3.  Inevitability  of  decline 

Constraints: 
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attacking  later  should  it  be 
allowed  to  rise 


(soft-line) 


Initiate  War 


Reassurance 

(Accommodation/ 

Conciliation) 


Dependent 

Variable 


Crisis  Initiation 

Probability 

of 

Deterrence/ 

War 

Containment 

Relative 

f  to  the 

Preference 

Do  Nothing 

of 

Peace 

Figure  1 :  Foreign  Policy  Development  Process26 

The  model  in  figure  1 ,  Foreign  Policy  Development  Process,  is  a  framework  that 
outlines  the  discussion  concerning  each  policy  choice  in  relation  to  its  impact  on  the 
probability  of  war  between  the  United  States  and  Iran.  While  the  framework  is  primarily 
from  Copeland's  The  Origins  of  Major  War,  the  principles  of  path  dependence  guide  the 
discussion  by  constantly  relating  it  back  to  time.  Because  the  United  States  currently 
prefers  peace  to  war  with  Iran,  options  along  the  hard  and  soft  line  spectrum  will  be 
measured  in  how  they  keep  the  probability  of  a  US-lranian  war  low  over  time. 
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For  simplicity,  five  policy  options  are  considered:  direct  initiation  of  war;  crisis 
initiation  deterrence/containment;  doing  nothing;  and  accommodation  and  conciliation.27 
Clearly  if  the  United  States  chooses  to  initiate  war  against  Iran,  the  probability  of  war  is 
100  percent,  since  we  can  assume  that  Iran,  when  attacked,  will  fight  to  protect  itself.  If 
the  United  States  selects  less  extreme  policies,  this  does  not  mean  the  probability  of 
major  war  is  zero.  Options  that  emphasize  hard-line  policies  like  general  containment 
strategies  raise  the  likelihood  of  war  through  escalation  or  accident.28 

Even  if  Iran's  future  intentions  may  seem  important,  Iran's  current  preferences 
and  diplomatic  actions  are  assumed  to  be  largely  irrelevant  to  US  policy  development. 
The  United  States  will  act  on  how  it  perceives  various  external  conditions.  This 
assumption  not  only  makes  the  analysis  more  credible;  it  also  approximates  reality.29 
The  United  States  knows  that  Iran,  regardless  of  whether  it  possesses  aggressive  or 
simply  security-seeking  motives,  has  an  incentive  to  send  conciliatory  signals  to  buy 
time  and  rise  in  power.30  Iran's  actions  are  irrelevant  because  the  United  States  is 
expected  to  dismiss  these  signals  as  peripheral  to  its  main  concern:  its  declining  power 
in  the  Middle  East  and  the  possibility  of  a  future  conflict  with  a  nuclear  armed  Iran. 
Structuring  Time  in  Foreign  Policy  Development 

Before  going  into  contributing  factors,  there  is  much  to  be  gained  in  explaining 
that  when  things  happen,  reinforces  howthe  US-lranian  conflict  will  unfold.31  Unpacking 
events  and  purposely  arranging  them  is  fundamental  to  the  convincing  claim  that  war 
with  Iran  is  certain  if  there  is  no  policy  change.  Yet,  to  assert  that  this  certainty  of  war  is 
"frozen"  on  course  is  hardly  credible.  A  transition  to  peace  can  occur  but  it  is  bounded 
until  the  mechanisms  that  reproduce  and  reinforce  conflict  are  eroded.  The  policy 
development  process  described  in  the  next  section  provides  an  instrument  to 
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understand  factors  contributing  to  conflict  reinforcement  and  identify  means  to  reduce 
the  probability  of  war  and  alter  the  future  of  US-lranian  relations.32 

"War  and  peace  with  Iran:  what's  the  difference?"  At  one  level,  the  question  can 
be  quickly  dispensed  with:  peace  is  the  opposite  of  war.33  A  conventional  model  of  war 
portrays  it  as  a  conflict  between  two  sides  with  opposing  aims.  These  aims  are  typically 
presented  as  'political':  the  aim  is  seen  as  furthering  the  political  interests  of  a  state. 

This  is  war  as  a  continuation  of  politics  by  other  means,  as  Clausewitz  famously  noted.34 
The  obvious  way  is  to  secure  a  compromise  between  the  opposing  political  aims  of  the 
two  states.  Another  is  simply  for  one  side  to  secure  an  outright  victory.  The  US-lranian 
history  is  so  defined  by  intense  hostility  and  aggression  that  it  cannot  be  recognized  as 
peace  in  any  context.  Because  of  this,  there  is  a  debatable  but  convincing  perspective 
that  the  two  countries  are  already  at  war.35 

Yet,  policy  makers  not  afforded  the  luxury  of  simply  picking  between  peace  and 
war  with  Iran.  The  fact  is  the  problem  would  be  much  easier  to  address  if  the  countries 
were  at  war  and  that  is  not  the  case.  The  2003  invasion  of  Iraq  proved  that  regional 
wars  are  devastating  and  have  global  impacts.  In  a  region  defined  with  a  nuclear  armed 
Iran  and  the  potential  proliferation  of  that  technology,  a  war  with  Iran  could  be  the  last 
war  for  the  globe.36  As  a  result,  war  is  a  reality,  but  peace  is  still  the  preferred  choice. 

The  temporal  ordering  of  historic  events  and  predictive  actions  will  have  a 
significant  impact  on  whether  the  US-lranian  relationship  results  in  peace  or  war. 
Identifying  the  specific  reinforcing  actions  between  the  two  countries  that  are  most 
persistent  over  time  is  important  to  policy  development.  These  actions  become 
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continuities  over  time  are  the  striking  feature  of  the  relationship.  In  the  case  of  the 
United  States  and  Iran,  that  feature  is  conflict. 

The  starting  point  for  studying  this  conflict  will  be  the  ordering  and  arrangement 
of  the  US-lranian  timeline.  In  particular,  the  arrangement  of  the  reinforcing  actions 
defined  as  military  hostility  and  diplomatic  coercion  linked  through  time.  Figure  2  was 
selected  as  a  framework  because  it  organizes  the  actions  of  conflict  onto  'pathways'  to 
critical  junctures  rather  than  a  one  dimensional  timeline.  To  say  that  timing  matters 
implies  the  timing  of  something  relative  to  something  else.  In  this  case,  the  US-lranian 
actions  of  conflict  over  time  are  linked  together  so  that  they  are  relative  the  initiation  of 
war  in  highly  consequential  ways.37 

In  an  international  political  system  created  by  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
the  United  States  finds  itself  the  hegemonic  power  in  a  unipolar  world.38  Since  then,  the 
United  States  has  done  what  others  have  done  and  divided  the  map  of  the  known  world 
into  regions  and  organized  its  international  affairs  as  such.39  In  these  regions,  the  United 
States  is  able  to  compartmentalize  its  balance  of  power  relationships  in  micro  systems 
to  maintain  its  status  in  the  overall  international  system. 

For  instance,  although  the  United  States  has  no  true  equal  in  the  global  system, 
it  does  have  two  potential  challengers  to  its  interests  in  the  Asia  region;  India  and 
China.40  In  Europe,  it  is  the  European  Union  and  Russia.  Venezuela  and  Brazil  are 
identified  in  South  America.  In  each  of  these  cases  the  relationship  is  defined  as 
regionally  'multilateral.'  Because  power  balances  between  three  states,  the  chances  for 
a  regional  war  are  less  because  the  dynamic  power  differential  lends  itself  to  nonviolent 
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conflict  resolution  or  allows  for  a  proxy  between  the  United  States  and  direct 
confrontation.  This  is  not  the  case  in  the  Middle  East  region.41 

The  first  assumption  for  this  variable  is  relatively  straightforward.  Because  wars 
are  so  costly  and  risk  the  survival  of  the  state,  the  initiator  of  a  war  between  Iran  and  the 
United  States  is  assumed  to  be  the  United  States.  Iran,  with  its  less  superior  military 
simply  lacks  the  capability  to  take  on  the  United  States  as  the  aggressor.  Moreover,  it 
would  be  irrational  for  Iran  to  begin  a  war  while  still  rising,  since  waiting  allows  it  to 
compete  against  US  influence  at  less  future  cost.  As  a  result,  policy  development 
should  be  formulated  to  address  the  high  probability  of  a  regional  war  that  would  have 
to  be  started  by  the  United  States  to  prevent  Iran  from  rising  to  challenge  US  vital 
interests.42 

The  second  assumption  is  that  because  the  regional  system  is  bipolar,  the 
probability  of  preventive  war  is  likely  to  increase  as  the  two  states  are  near  equals  in 
regional  military  power.43  With  Iraq  removed  from  the  regional  power  distribution,  the 
United  States  will  find  it  rational  to  go  to  war  with  Iran  -  even  if  the  war  is  long  and 
difficult  -  because  there  are  no  other  challengers  to  defeat  after  victory  is  achieved.  A 
successful  bid  for  unopposed  access  to  energy  resources  is  easier  to  achieve  than  ever 
before.  In  the  Middle  East,  the  United  States  knows  that  even  if  a  coalition  forms  against 
its  attack,  the  states  joining  Iran  are  unlikely  to  alter  the  expected  outcome. 

Third  is  the  assumption  that  the  United  States  realizes  the  two  factors  described 
above  create  a  favorable  situation  for  war  now  and  that  its  projected  troop  withdrawals 
make  it  difficult  to  constrain  Iran  after  it  achieves  some  sort  of  asymmetrical  superiority. 
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This  improvement  could  be  the  realization  of  its  nuclear  weapon  aspirations  or  the 
discovery  of  an  oil  source  that  would  surpass  Saudi  capacity. 

Fourth,  the  United  States  knows  that  other  states  in  the  region,  even  if  some  are 
willing  to  ally  against  Iran,  are  not  substantial  enough  in  power  to  shore  up  the 
impending  security  dilemma.  US  partners  such  as  Egypt  and  Saudi  Arabia  are 
preoccupied  with  internal  issues  of  their  own.  Some  are  even  experiencing  government 
change  that  puts  their  US  relationship  in  question.  No  Arab  state  could  serve  as  a 
regional  proxy  to  challenge  Iranian  military  power  absent  the  United  States.  Unlike  in 
the  past,  a  state  like  Iraq  is  not  available  to  match  Iranian  power. 

A  bipolar  distribution  of  power  relationship  is  visually  summarized  as  it  relates  to 
path  dependence  in  figure  2.  This  figure  presents  the  situation  that  states  face  in  a 
bipolar  system.  At  times  t(1 ),  t(4),  and  t(5),  the  probability  of  major  war  should  be  low, 
since  the  trends  in  the  military  balance  and  advantage  are  stable.  With  neither  state 
experiencing  decline,  there  is  no  imperative  to  go  to  war  for  security  reasons.  As  the 
dominant  state  begins  to  decline  in  t(2)  the  likelihood  of  war  is  high  because  there  is  no 
restraining  presence  of  a  third  power.  A  critical  juncture,  policies  in  place  at  this  time  will 
characterize  the  trajectory  until  the  next  juncture. 

The  results  of  these  policies  and  actions  can  lead  to  a  relationship  defined  as 
conflict  or  cooperation.  This  time  period  is  brief  and  returns  to  only  a  moderate  chance 
of  war  as  states  consolidate  losses  or  gains  in  the  power  transition. 

The  model  derives  its  explanatory  value  in  its  portrayal  the  critical  juncture 
defined  by  t(6),  t(7)  and  t(8).  At  t(6)  and  t(7),  when  there  is  a  marked  inequality,  decline 
should  make  war  highly  likely  if  influence  is  to  be  maintained  or  denied  from  a 
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challenger.  The  probability  of  war  at  t(8)  increases  by  exponents  relative  to  the  depth 
and  inevitability  of  the  dominant  state  decline  because  the  loss  of  influence  will  be 
concurrent  with  the  decline. 


Relative 
Advantage 
Between 
State  A 
& 

State  B 


Figure  2:  Relative  Military  Advantage  &  the  Probability  of  War:  Bipolar  Relationship44 


Defining  the  Problem:  The  Trajectory  to  War  with  Iran 

US  policy  trajectory  towards  war  with  Iran  is  dependent  on  a  long  path  of  US 
decisions  that  were  made  to  gain  influence  and  unobstructed  access  to  regional  oil 
resources  after  the  1 970s  energy  crisis.45  The  energy  crisis  was  a  period  in  which  the 
major  industrial  states,  particularly  the  United  States,  faced  shortages  of  petroleum.  The 
two  worst  crises  of  this  period  were  the  1973  oil  crisis,  caused  by  the  Arab  Oil  Embargo 
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of  Organization  of  Arab  Petroleum  Exporting  Countries  (OPEC),  and  the  1979  energy 
crisis,  caused  by  the  Iranian  Revolution.46  However,  the  origins  of  US-lranian  conflict 
are  found  twenty  years  before  the  oil  crisis  of  the  1970s. 

In  an  act  of  aggression,  the  United  States  would  overthrow  the  democratically 
elected  government  of  Iran  in  1953.  Whether  motivated  by  the  desire  to  stop  the  spread 
of  communist  or  the  need  to  access  affordable  oil,  the  1 953  coup  would  be  the  event  to 
start  the  path  towards  war.47  A  powerful  force  throughout  the  trajectory,  it  is  a  primary 
cause  of  the  Iranian  population's  enmity  towards  the  United  States.48 

In  1953,  under  the  orders  from  President  Eisenhower,  the  Central  Intelligence 
Agency  (CIA)  organized  a  military  coup  that  overthrew  Iran's  democratically  elected 
Prime  Minister  Mohammed  Mossadegh.49  Displeased  that  Iran  nationalized  its  oil 
industry,  Britain  planned  the  coup  and  approached  the  United  States.  Soon  after,  they 
would  mount  a  combined  operation  to  remove  the  Prime  Minister.50 

For  years,  the  United  States  denied  any  involvement  in  the  coup,  but  in  2000, 
then  Secretary  of  State  Madeline  Albright  admitted,  "In  1953,  the  United  States  played  a 
significant  role  in  orchestrating  the  overthrow  of  Iran's  popular  Prime  Minister...  the  coup 
was  clearly  a  setback  for  Iran's  political  development...  it  is  easy  to  see  now  why  so 
many  Iranians  continue  to  resent  any  intervention  by  America  in  their  internal  Affairs."51 

This  action  has  reinforced  other  action  of  conflict  throughout  the  US-lranian 
relationship  and  is  the  reason  for  the  lack  modern  US-lranian  dialog.  The  origins  of  the 
1979  seizure  of  the  American  Embassy  in  Tehran  can  be  linked  to  the  1953  coup.  The 
hostage  takers  openly  admitted  that  their  actions  were  connected  to  the  coup.  "You 
have  no  right  to  complain,  because  you  took  our  whole  country  hostage  in  1 953."  Some 
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Iranians  involved  would  later  admit  that  they  participated  in  the  action  because  they 
were  concerned  that  the  United  States  may  have  been  plotting  another  coup.  Much  risk 
is  incurred  by  policy  that  ignores  the  coup's  effect  on  the  US-lranian  relationship. 

In  January  1979,  time  period  t(1)  on  the  model  in  figure  2,  the  Middle  East 
balance  of  power  relationship  could  be  defined  by  the  actions  of  Iran  and  Iraq.52  At  the 
beginning  of  this  time  period,  Iran  would  be  seen  as  the  dominant  state.  Since  the 
1950s,  the  United  States  had  sold  Iran  advanced  weapons  and  trained  its  military.  The 
objective  was  to  ensure  that  Iran  had  a  distinct  military  advantage  over  its  regional 
competitors  so  that  the  United  States  had  access  to  the  region’s  oil  resources.  In  late 
January  1979,  Iran's  power  decline  began  when  the  US-backed  Mohammad  Reza  Shah 
Pahlavi  was  forced  to  leave  Iran.53 

With  the  Islamic  nationalist  and  anti-American  Ayatollah  Khomeini's  ascent  to 
power,  Iran  declared  itself  a  theocratic  republic  and  a  critical  juncture  in  the  relationship 
began.  After  Iranians  stormed  the  US  embassy  in  Tehran,  the  United  States  would  cut 
diplomatic  relations  with  Iran  and  impose  the  first  in  a  series  of  sanctions.  With  the 
country  in  revolution,  a  freeze  on  economic  assets  and  the  loss  of  its  major  military 
contributor,  Iran  would  start  its  decline  as  a  regional  power.  This  decline  would  create 
conditions  for  a  challenger  to  rise  in  power.  Because  of  the  balance  of  power  in  the 
region,  Iraq  would  be  that  challenger.54 

Iraq  would  invade  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  Iran's  power  decline  and 
domestic  chaos  caused  by  revolution.  In  September  1980-t(2),  After  years  of  territorial 
disputes,  Iraq  announced  its  intentions  to  reclaim  the  disputed  Shatt  al  Arab  waterway. 
Seeing  its  own  regional  decline  in  the  1970s  loss  of  an  Iranian  partner,  the  United 
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States  sought  to  contain  the  new  Iranian  regime  by  exerting  its  influence  through  Iraq's 
rise  to  power.  Identifying  an  opportunity  to  reinsert  itself  into  the  region,  the  United 
States  ultimately  gave  the  final  approval  to  invade.  Former  Secretary  of  State  Alexander 
Haig  stated  that  "President  Carter  gave  the  Iraqis  a  green  light  to  launch  the  war  against 
Iran  through  Prince  Fahd  of  Jordan."55 

In  1982,  concerned  by  Iranian  success  on  the  battlefield,  the  United  States  made 
its  backing  of  Iraq  more  pronounced.  The  United  States  would  normalize  relations  with 
Iraq,  supplying  it  with  economic  aid,  military  training,  operational  intelligence  and 
weapons.  Afraid  "Iraq  might  actually  lose"  the  war,  the  Reagan  administration  would 
sign  National  Security  Decision  Directive  4-82  that  would  remove  Iraq  from  a  list  of 
State  Sponsors  of  Terrorism  to  ease  the  transfer  of  dual-use  technology  to  Iraq.56 

Throughout  the  1980s,  as  Iranian  forces  gained  an  upper  hand,  the  United  States 
launched  covert  operations  to  assist  Iraq.  Weapons  were  sent  via  CIA  fronts  in  Chile 
and  Saudi  Arabia  directly  to  Baghdad.57  In  1983,  the  US  administration  would  identify 
the  success  of  Iraq  as  so  strategically  vital  that  it  would  violate  its  own  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  by  sending  Iraq  howitzers,  Huey  helicopters  and  bombs.58  In  July  of  1984, 
the  CIA  gave  Iraq  specific  intelligence  necessary  to  calibrate  its  mustard  gas  attacks  on 
Iranian  offensive  operations.59  Between  1986  and  1988,  some  seventy-three 
transactions  took  place  that  included  bacterial  cultures  to  make  weapons-grade  anthrax, 
advanced  computers;  and  equipment  to  repair  jet  engines  and  rockets.60 

This  deadlock  in  policy  would  be  summarized  in  a  November  1983  national 
security  directive  that  stated  that  the  United  States  would  do  "whatever  was  necessary 
and  legal"  to  prevent  Iraq  from  losing  its  war  with  Iran.61  So  entrenched  in  its  policy,  the 
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United  States  would  violate  both  domestic  and  international  norms,  laws  and  obligations 

to  confront  the  threat  of  a  change  in  status  quo  that  a  powerful  Iran  presented. 

Howard  Teicher  served  on  the  National  Security  Council  and  would  accompany 

the  later  US  Secretary  of  Defense  Donald  Rumsfeld  to  Baghdad  in  1983.  According  to 

his  1995  affidavit,  the  CIA  secretly  directed  armaments  to  Iraq  through  false  fronts  and 

third  parties  such  as  Jordan,  Saudi  Arabia,  Egypt  and  Kuwait,  and  they  encouraged 

rouge  arms  dealers  and  other  private  military  companies  to  do  the  same: 

The  United  States  actively  supported  the  Iraqi  war  effort  by  supplying  the 
Iraqis  with  billions  of  dollars  in  credits,  by  providing  US  military  intelligence 
and  advice  to  the  Iraqis  and  by  closely  monitoring  third  country  arms  sales 
to  Iraq  to  make  sure  that  Iraq  had  the  military  weaponry  required.  The 
United  States  also  provided  strategic  operational  advice  to  the  Iraqis  to 
better  use  their  assets  in  combat...  the  CIA,  including  both  director  Casey 
and  Deputy  Director  [now  Secretary  of  Defense]  Gates,  knew  of,  approved 
of,  and  assisted  in  the  sale  of  non-US  origin  military  weapons,  ammunition 
and  vehicles  to  Iraq.62 

The  United  States'  stance  and  support  of  Iraq's  use  of  chemical  weapons  against 
Iran  may  best  define  the  extreme  nature  of  its  preferences  towards  Iran.  As  early  as 
November  1983,  George  Shultz,  then  Secretary  of  State,  would  be  given  intelligence 
reports  showing  Iraqi  troops  are  daily  using  chemical  weapons  against  the  Iranians.  US 
companies  would  be  shown  to  have  assisted  Iraq's  acquisition  of  banned  materials  to 
support  the  program.63 

On  the  diplomatic  front,  the  United  States  would  ensure  Iraq  had  the  freedom  of 
action  it  needed  in  the  international  community  to  prevail  over  Iran.  In  1984,  Iran 
introduced  a  draft  resolution  to  the  UN  Security  Council,  citing  the  Geneva  Protocol  of 
1925,  condemning  Iraq's  use  of  chemical  weapons.  In  response,  the  United  States 
lobbied  friendly  states  to  take  "no  decision"  on  Iraq's  use  of  chemical  munitions.  The 
United  States  would  protect  Iraq’s  actions  by  arguing  that  the  UN  Human  Rights 
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Commission  was  an  "inappropriate  forum"  for  consideration  of  such  abuses.  The  US 
National  Security  Council  eventually  issued  a  "Presidential  Statement"  condemning  the 
use  of  unconventional  weapons  "without  naming  Iraq."64 

In  a  January  14th  1985  memorandum,  the  State  Department  acknowledges  the 
United  States  shipment  of  "dual-use"  export  hardware  and  technology  to  Iraq.  The  list  of 
items  included  civilian  items  such  as  heavy  trucks,  communications  gear  and 
technology  that  could  be  used  in  making  chemical  weapons.  About  two  of  every  seven 
licenses  for  export  of  "dual  use"  technology  items  approved  between  1985  and  1990  by 
the  US  Department  of  Commerce  "went  either  directly  to  Iraqi  armed  forces,  to  Iraqi 
end-users  engaged  in  weapons  production,  or  to  Iraqi  enterprises  suspected  of  diverting 
technology"  to  weapons  of  mass  destruction.65  The  use  of  chemical  weapons  was  not  a 
matter  of  "deep  strategic  concern"  to  The  United  States  because  it  was  "desperate  to 
make  sure  that  Iraq  did  not  lose."66 

No  other  event  would  display  the  special  status  of  Iraq  to  the  United  States  than 
the  USS  Stark  incident  in  May  of  1 987.  An  Iraqi  jet  fighter  would  mistakenly  attack  the 
USS  Stark  killing  37  servicemen.  Yet,  Washington  would  remain  focused  on  isolating 
Iran  by  accepting  Iraq's  apology,  and  in  the  same  press  conference  criticize  Iran's 
mining  of  international  waters.  The  following  statement  summarizes  the  irony  best,  "the 
only  country  to  have  been  granted  the  'privilege'  of  attacking  a  US  warship  and  getting 
away  with  it,  other  than  Israel  in  1967,  is  Iraq."67 

On  April  14,  1988,  the  frigate  USS  Samuel  B.  Roberts  struck  an  Iranian  mine  and 
was  badly  damaged.  US  forces  responded  with  the  naval  Operation  Praying  Mantis. 

Two  Iranian  war  ships  were  destroyed.68  This  attack  was  important  in  that  it  would  be 
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the  coercive  action  that  would  ultimately  pressure  Iran  to  agree  to  a  1988-t(4)  ceasefire 
with  Iraq.  With  military  improvements  and  the  economic  opportunities  brought  by  an 
improved  relationship  with  the  United  States,  Iraq  would  rise  from  the  tactical  stalemate 
of  the  war  to  a  position  of  strategic  advantage  in  the  region. 

In  response  to  Iranian  attacks  on  oil  tankers  and  mining  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  the 
US  Navy  would  deploy  a  significant  force  to  the  region.69  The  naval  battles  fought 
between  the  US  and  Iranian  navies  would  be  the  largest  fought  since  the  Second  World 
War.70  The  distinction  would  be  that  these  battles  would  remain  localized  and  limited  in 
scope  to  the  sea  domain.  Yet  they  had  consequences  to  US  credibility  in  the  region. 

On  July  3,  1988,  in  the  course  of  escorting  tankers,  the  cruiser  USS  Vincennes 
would  shoot  down  Iran  Air  Flight  655  killing  all  290  civilians  on  board.  The  American 
government  said  that  the  airliner  had  been  mistaken  for  an  Iranian  F-1 4  Tomcat.  Claims 
were  that  the  USS  Vincennes  was  operating  in  international  waters  and  feared  that  it 
was  under  attack.71  US  Admiral  William  Crowe  later  acknowledged  on  ABCs  Nightline 
that  the  Vincennes  was  inside  Iranian  territorial  waters  when  it  launched  the  missiles.72 

Four  major  land  battles  would  be  fought  from  April  to  August  1988  between  Iraq 
and  Iran.  In  each,  the  Iraqis  massively  and  effectively  used  chemical  weapons  to  defeat 
the  Iranians.73  Nerve  gas  and  other  blister  agents  were  used  in  addition  to  mustard 
gas.74  By  this  time,  the  US  defense  Intelligence  Agency  was  heavily  involved  with  Iraq  in 
battle  plan  assistance,  intelligence  gathering  and  post  battle  debriefing.  In  the  last  major 
battle  of  the  war,  65,000  Iranians  are  killed,  20,000  with  poison  gas.75  Only  days  after 
this  battle  and  US  Navy  attacks  on  the  Iranian  Navy,  Iran  would  accept  UN  Security 
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Council  Resolution  598,  leading  to  a  cease-fire  in  the  Iran-lraq  War.  The  entrenched 
policy  taken  up  by  the  Americans  for  security  driven  goals  had  prevailed. 

From  1988-t(4)  until  1990-t(6)  Middle  East  stability,  or  lack  thereof,  would  be 
defined  by  the  new  relationship  between  Iraq  and  Iran.  The  United  States  would  tolerate 
the  actions  of  each  state  as  the  United  States  continued  to  have  unimpeded  access  to 
oil  resources.  On  a  global  scale,  instability  in  the  Middle  East  would  be  endured  in  the 
context  of  how  it  supported  the  status  quo  between  the  United  States  and  the  USSR. 
Issues  like  Iraq's  use  of  chemical  weapons  on  its  own  civilians  were  seen  as  an 
opportunity  to  demonize  Iran  further.  When  the  Iraqi  military  killed  5,000  people  in  the 
town  of  Halabja  the  US  Administration  actually  sought  to  obscure  Iraqi  culpability  by 
suggesting  that  the  Iranians  may  have  carried  out  the  attacks.76 

In  October  1989-t(5),  The  Bush  Administration  would  formalize  Iraq's  strategic 
importance  to  the  United  States  by  signing  National  Security  Directive  26,  which  began, 
"Access  to  Persian  Gulf  oil  and  the  security  of  key  friendly  states  in  the  area  are  vital  to 
the  US  national  security."  With  respect  to  Iraq,  the  directive  stated,  "Normal  relations 
between  the  United  States  and  Iraq  would  serve  our  longer  term  interests  and  promote 
stability  in  both  the  Persian  Gulf  and  the  Middle  East."77  With  the  support  of  Iraq,  the 
United  States  would  once  again  have  a  powerful  partner  in  the  region  and  assured 
access  to  its  resources.  On  July  25th  1990,  the  US  Ambassador  met  with  Saddam 
Hussein  to  assure  him  that  the  United  States  "wanted  better  and  deeper  relations".78 

At  this  time,  the  amplifications  of  the  United  States'  actions  concerning  both  Iran 
and  Iraq  began  to  show  in  the  regional  balance  of  power.  In  a  series  of  events  in  just 
over  thirty  years,  the  United  States  helped  create  a  regional  rivalry  between  two  states 
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of  such  military  power  that  a  third  state  such  as  Saudi  Arabia  or  Jordan  would  find  it 
impossible  to  compete. 

Before  the  1979  Revolution,  the  United  States  was  Iran's  foremost  economic  and 
military  partner.  This  facilitated  the  modernization  of  Iran,  with  30,000  Americans 
residing  in  the  country  in  a  consulting  capacity.  During  this  time,  Iran  would  grow  to 
considerable  power  and  influence.79  Once  it  changed  its  orientation  with  regards  to  the 
United  States,  Iran's  power  was  considered  an  extreme  threat  to  US  interests.  To 
counter  the  power  it  had  created  in  Iran,  the  United  States  would  have  to  take  extreme 
measures  to  create  an  equal  power  in  Iraq.  There  was  risk  in  this  approach.  If  Iran  or 
Iraq  was  to  face  a  significant  decline,  there  would  be  no  other  state  to  fill  the  void.  The 
one  left  standing  would  be  the  regional  power  dictating  the  rules  for  access  to  oil. 

During  the  Cold  War,  the  power  of  the  United  States  to  act  towards  either  Iraq  or 
Iran  was  constrained  by  the  countervailing  interests  and  strengths  of  the  Soviet  Union. 
With  regards  to  the  Middle  East,  the  United  States  could  act,  but  it  always  had  to 
anticipate  and  compensate  for  a  reaction  from  the  Soviets.  This  Cold  War  dynamic 
mitigated  the  risk  of  an  imbalance  of  power  of  either  Iraq  or  Iran.80  The  United  States’ 
support  to  Iraq  would  compensate  for  the  benefits  of  Iran's  new  relationship  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  Regional  challenges  for  power  would  be  tolerated  in  the  context  of  the 
US-Soviet  relationship.  It  was  also  understood  that  the  superpowers  would  not  allow 
Iraq  or  Iran  to  decline. 

In  1990-t(6)  global  events  would  unfold  that  would  change  the  international 
system  to  what  it  is  today.  After  the  fall  of  the  Berlin  Wall  in  1989,  the  US  administration 
would  call  for  a  'new  world  order'  and  define  the  next  critical  juncture  in  the  trajectory  to 
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war  with  Iran.81  Indeed,  in  the  new  global  environment,  not  only  was  the  power  of  the 
US  leadership  unprecedented,  it  was  also  unanticipated.  In  a  system  in  which  the 
legitimacy  of  the  leaders  derives  from  the  consent  of  the  governed,  American  leaders 
found  that  they  were  now  making  decisions  affecting  the  lives  and  fortunes  of  billions, 
who  did  not  choose  them.  The  United  States  found  itself  the  leader  of  the  global 
community,  crowned  by  history  and  circumstances  but  lacking  the  confirmation  of  any 
global  referendum  on  the  matter.82 

That  referendum  would  come  when  the  world  would  call  upon  the  United  States 
to  maintain  stability  in  the  'new  world  order.'  In  August  of  1 990,  just  one  month  after  the 
US  Ambassador  would  urge  "better  and  deep  relations"  with  Iraq,  Saddam  Hussein 
invaded  Kuwait.  With  the  Soviets  still  in  the  picture  but  in  very  steep  decline,  the  world 
waited  to  see  if  the  United  States  would  turn  on  its  Cold  War  proxy  and  take  its  position 
as  a  global  leader.  When  the  United  States  decided  to  act  at  the  world's  request,  two 
important  balance  of  power  relationships  changed.  First,  the  international  system  had 
become  unipolar  defined  by  an  unchallenged  US  rise  to  a  global  position  of  advantage. 
Second,  this  period  would  mark  the  height  and  culmination  of  Iraq  as  a  regional  power 
and  introduce  the  United  States  as  a  permanent  actor  with  no  proxy  between  it  and  Iran. 

After  the  United  States  led  the  coalition  to  first  defend  Saudi  Arabia  and  then  oust 
Iraq  from  Kuwait  in  1991 ,  it  struggled  to  develop  a  new  policy  to  pursue  its  interests  in 
the  region.  In  1993  the  United  States  instituted  a  policy  known  as  Dual  Containment 
toward  Iran  and  Iraq  in  an  effort  to  isolate  both  countries  and  contain  their  regional 
ambitions.83  Throughout  the  1990s  the  United  States  took  military  actions  against  Iraq  in 
the  form  of  physical  containment.  It  instituted  no-fly  zones  that  degraded  Iraq's  military 


23 


at  every  opportunity  in  actions  such  as  the  air  strikes  in  Operation  Desert  Fox.  Both  Iraq 
and  Iran  were  isolated  economically  with  trade  and  technology  sanctions.  To  enforce  its 
Dual  Containment  policy,  the  United  States  would  now  establish  and  occupy  permanent 
bases  in  Saudi  Arabia,  Kuwait,  and  other  countries  in  the  Persian  Gulf.84 

This  containment  policy  culminated  in  2003  when  the  United  States  invaded  Iraq. 
The  U.S.  objective  was  to  rid  the  region  of  an  aggressive  power  that  possessed 
weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  ultimately  to  install  a  more  peaceful  and  democratic 
regime.  While  the  accomplishment  of  those  objectives  is  still  being  fought  for  on  the 
battlefields  of  Iraq,  one  consequence  of  the  fall  of  Baghdad  remains  indisputable:  the 
balance  of  power  in  the  region  changed  with  the  United  States  assuming  the  role  of 
regional  hegemonic  power  with  no  contender. 

With  the  decline  of  impending  US  influence  in  the  region,  this  condition  is  rapidly 
changing.  Through  the  pursuit  of  nuclear  weapons,  military  modernization  and 
increased  capacity  to  create  economic  potential  through  external  relationships  with 
Russia  and  China,  Iran  has  poised  itself  to  be  a  rising  power  in  the  Middle  East.85  This 
combination  of  US  decline  and  Iran's  return  as  a  challenger,  changes  the  regional 
system  from  unipolar  to  bipolar.  Because  of  this  power  shift,  the  rationality  that  is 
afforded  to  a  hegemonic  United  States  must  give  way  to  the  rationality  of  viewing  the 
region  from  that  of  a  declining  state  in  a  relationship  with  a  less  powerful  but  rising 
Iran.86  Iranian  President  Mahmoud  Ahmadinejad  summarized  the  recognition  of  the  new 
relationship  when  commenting  on  the  announced  United  States  troop  withdrawals  in 
Iraq  and  Afghanistan;  "at  no  time  could  Iran  -  on  its  own  -  have  eliminated  the  threat 
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posed  by  Iraq  as  fast  or  efficiently  as  the  Americans...  It  will  be  Iran  -  not  Iraq  -  that  will 
come  from  the  smoke  as  the  power  in  the  Middle  East  and  protector  of  all  Muslims."87 

Iran's  current  day  actions  and  rhetoric  reflect  that  it  recognizes  the  hypocrisy 
between  US  policy  concerning  Iraq's  1980s  chemical  weapon  usage  and  the  modern 
dialog  on  the  Iranian  nuclear  program.  While  contradictory,  both  of  these  actions  serve 
to  reinforce  the  dominant  feature  of  conflict  between  the  two  states.  The  consequences 
on  US  credibility  due  to  its  support  of  Iraq  in  the  1980s  may  only  be  realized  today. 
Institutions,  like  the  United  Nations,  that  are  required  in  solving  the  Iranian  nuclear  issue 
were  made  impotent  in  a  series  of  past  actions  to  support  Iraq's  use  of  chemical 
weapons.  If  not  addressed,  this  will  constrain  policy  development  in  relation  to  a  future 
war. 

For  the  foreseeable  future,  stability  in  the  Middle  East  will  play  out  as  a 
consequence  of  the  US-lranian  relationship.  This  point  was  made  clear  in  a  January 
2005  Interview  on  Iranian  television.  The  former  deputy  commander  of  the  Iranian 
Revolutionary  Guard  Corps  said;  "The  [Americans]  eliminated  the  Taliban  and  Saddam. 
They  conducted  operations  in  Yugoslavia.  Therefore,  we  are  aware  of  the  Americans' 
real  power.  Our  country  has  unique  capacities  that  no  other  power  in  the  Middle  East  or 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  possesses.  This  is  the  ability  to  manage  regional  crises...  If  Iran 
wishes  to  cause  turbulence...  security  in  the  region  will  change  dramatically."88 
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Figure  3:  201 4  -2020:  Highest  Probable  Time  for  Major  War  between  US  and  Iran. 


Figure  3  projects  the  path  dependence  of  the  United  States,  Iraq  and  Iran  onto 
the  relative  military  advantage  model  found  in  figure  2.  Based  on  the  predicted 
trajectory,  policy  development  should  address  the  critical  juncture  defined  by  the  high 
probability  of  war  found  between  201 4  and  2020  t(8).89  This  is  the  intersection  of  the 
imminent  US  withdrawal  and  the  projected  dates  that  Iran  is  to  have  the  technology, 
intellectual  capital  and  the  infrastructure  necessary  for  a  nuclear  weapon.  If  there  is  no 
change  in  policy,  The  United  States  is  dependent  on  a  pessimistic  approach  and  more 
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inclined  to  initiate  major  war  as  a  "now-or-never"  attempt  to  shore  up  its  waning 
security.90 

Contributing  Factors  -  Variables 

Six  contributing  factors  work  together  to  determine  which  option  is  most  likely  to 
maximize  the  states'  security.  The  three  independent  variables  reflect  the  current 
situation  of  decline  that  contributes  to  the  US  policy  in  the  Middle  East.  Combined 
together,  the  variables  extrapolate  the  US-lranian  timeline  events  into  parameters  that 
will  frame  policy  development.  The  variables  are  the  initial  differential  of  relative  military 
power;  the  depth  of  decline  in  the  absence  of  strong  action;  and  the  inevitability  of 
decline  in  the  absence  of  strong  action.91 

Since  2008,  the  decline  of  US  power  in  the  Middle  East  has  had  more  impact  on 
the  choices  that  affect  policy  on  Iran  that  any  other  factor.  Furthermore,  I  argue  that  as 
US  leaders  acknowledge  the  decline  and  attempt  to  change  the  trend,  they  will  find  it 
logical  to  be  the  initiators  of  a  war  or  crisis  scenarios  that  will  risk  an  escalation  to  war. 

In  general,  the  greater  the  United  States  declines  in  the  Middle  East,  the  more  likely  it  is 
to  pursue  risky  policies.92 

This  paper  in  no  way  implies  that  this  period  marks  the  end  of  American 
exceptionalism.  Yet,  central  to  sound  policy  development  is  recognizing  what  limitations 
are  put  on  US  actions  relative  to  its  own  circumstance  in  the  strategic  environment.  The 
quality  that  defines  those  constraints  is  referred  to  as  decline.  This  can  be  caused  by 
deterioration  in  one  or  all  of  the  economic,  technological,  and  social  advantages  of  the 
United  States  relative  to  another  state.93  Simply  put,  the  tools  that  once  sustained  US 
superiority  are  losing  their  influence  on  others.  Referred  to  as  "entrenched  stagnation," 
this  form  of  decline  is  expected  during  harsh  economic  periods.  Because  it  is 
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recognized  as  reversible,  policy  development  regards  decline  as  a  variable.94  If  the 
decline  constrains  the  desired  policy  to  the  point  of  unfeasibility,  leaders  can  expend 
resources  to  change  the  variable  and  keep  the  desired  policy  goals. 

Another  form  of  decline  that  affects  the  United  States  is  the  problem  of  power 
oscillations  among  countries  in  the  region.  This  is  caused  by  the  effect  of  success  in 
other  US  regional  policies  relative  to  Iran.  For  instance,  victory  in  Iraq  manifests  itself  in 
the  withdrawal  of  force  structure  from  the  region.  Although  desired,  this  still  creates  a 
loss  in  relative  military  power  to  Iran.  If  not  reversed,  this  situation  will  leave  the  United 
States  in  a  position  of  vulnerability.  As  forces  are  withdrawn,  there  is  a  decline  in  an 
ability  to  deal  with  Iran  across  the  spectrum  of  policy  options.  To  compensate,  the 
United  States  will  depend  more  on  global  strike  or  nuclear  deterrence.  These  actions 
reinforce  conflict  trajectories  and  the  threat  of  them  encourages  a  nuclear  capable  Iran. 
In  the  end,  US  actions  are  limited  to  extreme  hard-line  options  that  increase  the  risk  of 
war  and  decrease  the  chance  of  long  term  stability.95 
Contributing  Factors:  Variable  1-  Relative  Military  Power 

2008  was  the  height  of  US  military  presence  in  the  Middle  East.  At  this  time, 
forces  allocated  for  the  "surge"  strategy  were  becoming  operational  in  Iraq.  Combat  was 
increased  by  thousands  of  troops,  as  an  additional  division  was  committed  to  Iraq. 
During  that  September,  there  were  four  additional  US  Army  brigades  and  two  additional 
US  Marine  Corps  regiments  that  were  conducting  transfer  of  authorities  either  in 
Afghanistan  or  Iraq.  Although  not  counted  in  official  reports  because  they  were  in 
transit,  these  15,000  Soldiers  and  Marines  were  present  and  could  have  been  used  if 
required.96 
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Official  counts  had  the  US  Central  Command  close  to  294,355  troops  under  its 
control  at  the  end  of  2008.97  Accounting  for  the  noted  redeploying  units  in  transit,  the 
addition  of  a  carrier  group  changing  out  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  the  arrival  of  a  Marine 
Expeditionary  Unit  as  floating  reserve,  the  US  military  presence  in  the  Middle  East 
would  grow  to  its  apex  of  317,355  during  the  fall  of  2008. 

Arguably  the  1 991  Gulf  War  would  see  a  higher  number  of  'boots  on  the  ground' 
at  325,000  troops  in  the  region.  What  is  important  for  this  study  is  the  relative  power  of  a 
state's  military.  In  1 991 ,  that  troop  count  would  only  account  for  less  than  fifteen  percent 
of  the  total  US  military  force.  In  2008,  the  numbers  would  account  for  more  than  thirty- 
five  percent  of  overall  US  land  forces  and  almost  forty  percent  of  the  total  United  States 
air,  land  and  sea  components.  In  relative  military  strength,  2008  would  be  the  first  time 
the  United  States  had  a  force  that  large  in  a  single  combat  theater  since  World  War  II.98 

In  geostrategic  terms,  2008  would  also  serve  as  a  window  in  time  when  the 
United  States  had  a  significant  advantage  over  Iran  by  the  placement  of  bases  and 
military  access  to  the  region.  With  air  and  land  bases  to  the  west  in  Iraq,  bases  in  the 
north  and  east  supporting  Afghanistan  and  a  naval  presence  in  the  gulf  to  Iran's  south, 
the  United  States  would  not  have  a  better  advantage  relative  to  Iran  than  it  had  in 
2008.99 

Even  with  the  recent  increase  of  troops  as  part  of  the  Afghanistan  'surge',  the  US 
capability  to  coerce  Iran  has  declined  since  2008.  Since  then,  over  twenty-nine  bases 
have  closed  in  the  region.  Troop  numbers  in  Iraq  have  decreased  forty-two  percent  and 
are  down  by  thirty  percent  in  the  region.100  Unrest  throughout  the  Middle  East  in  201 1 
has  air  and  naval  assets  deployed  away  from  the  Persian  Gulf  and  towards  the 
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Mediterranean.  As  states  such  as  Egypt  change  governments,  overall  access  to  the 
region  becomes  questionable  until  new  governments  identify  themselves  as  favorable  to 
a  US  presence.  Simply  put,  the  United  States  no  longer  possesses  the  advantage  in 
relative  military  power  towards  Iran  that  it  held  in  2008. 

Even  if  troop  numbers  in  the  region  remained  the  same,  there  would  still  be  a 
degree  of  decline  as  the  relative  total  number  decrease.  With  projected  Army  and 
Marine  troop  cuts,  of  27,000  and  20,000  and  another  20,000  'nondepolyable'  service 
members  to  be  discharged,  the  trend  of  military  power  decline  is  expected  to  continue. 
Contributing  Factors:  Variable  2-  Depth  of  Decline  &  Constraints  of  the  Economic  Crisis 

The  2007  financial  crisis  is  considered  by  economists  to  be  the  worst  financial 
crisis  since  the  Great  Depression.101  According  to  Admiral  Mike  Mullen,  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  the  national  debt  is  the  largest  threat  to  US  security.  "Taxpayers 
will  be  paying  around  $600  billion  in  interest  on  the  national  debt  by  2012."  That’s  one 
year’s  worth  of  defense  budget,”  he  said,  adding  that  the  Pentagon  will  cut  spending  as 
well.102  As  the  United  States  is  in  two  wars,  these  unprecedented  'cut  backs'  are 
evidence  of  a  decline  in  financial  advantage  as  it  relates  to  military  power.103 

If  the  US  recession  is  not  considered  in  policy  development,  the  United  States  is 
at  risk  of  being  caught  between  Iran's  future  actions  and  a  response  limited  by  a 
weakened  defense  budget.104  Seeking  time  to  reverse  the  economic  effects,  US  leaders 
may  choose  to  seek  conciliatory  measures  with  Iran  as  a  chance  for  low  cost  stability. 
Initially  misinterpreted  as  a  diplomatic  positive  step,  history  indicates  that  an  undeterred 
Iran  would  eventually  act  to  achieve  its  goals  to  weaken  US  influence  and  strengthen 
ties  with  competitors  like  Russia.105  More  systemic  than  choosing  a  'wrong'  policy,  Iran's 
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actions  in  this  case  are  a  result  of  not  considering  the  constraints  that  financial 
stagnation  puts  on  US  options. 

In  a  strong  economy,  leaders  would  be  less  likely  to  seek  savings  from 
appeasement.  If  not  considered,  economic  decline  will  ultimately  be  the  cause  of 
instability.  Cost  savings  will  be  short  lived  as  the  United  States  will  find  it  difficult  to 
afford  re-entering  the  region  to  reassure  partners  while  deterring  an  empowered  Iran. 

The  current  economy  also  limits  the  United  States  to  meet  potential  challenges 
posed  by  Iran  in  the  future.  For  example,  Secretary  of  Defense  Robert  Gates  has  given 
more  economic  reasons  relative  to  the  nation's  deficit  for  canceling  programs  such  as 
the  Air  Force's  F22,  the  Army's  Future  Combat  System,  or  the  Marine's  Expeditionary 
Fighting  Vehicle.106  Very  seldom  are  these  cuts  explained  in  relation  to  future  threats 
they  were  developed  to  fight.  In  the  end,  the  true  potential  of  those  investments  can 
never  be  realized  and  future  policy  must  be  adjusted  for  the  absence  of  the 
overwhelming  military  power  that  those  programs  promised. 

Finally,  the  effects  of  economic  insecurity  can  best  be  seen  in  how  they  manifest 
in  the  public  will  that  is  required  to  endure  against  an  Iranian  challenge.107  Since  the 
2010  elections,  there  have  been  notable  policy  shifts  in  regards  to  the  national  security 
budget  that  show  that  the  waning  economic  situation  is  having  a  power  influence  on 
how  decisions  are  being  made  in  Washington.108  The  assumption  can  be  made  that, 
absent  a  September  1 1th  type  terrorist  attack,  the  required  public  support  of  a 
preventive  war  with  Iran  has  shifted  to  domestic  issues. 109  With  this  shift,  the  ability  of 
the  United  States  to  seek  purely  hard-line  measures  to  counter  Iranian  influence  in  the 
region  declines. 
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Decline  of  US  Credibility  in  the  Middle  East 

Diplomatic  influence  in  the  region  has  diminished  as  well.  With  the  admittance  by 
the  former  US  President  and  Secretary  of  Defense  that  the  reasons  for  going  to  war  in 
Iraq  were  flawed,  US  credibility  in  the  Middle  East  has  suffered.  The  former  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  goes  farther  than  saying  it  was  a  mistake.110  "The  fact  is  that  we  had 
Iraq  contained  and  they  were  not  a  threat.111"  He  added,  "There  was  absolutely  no  link 
between  him  [Saddam]  and  9/1 1 . 1,112 

Whether  it  was  a  well  intentioned  mistake  or  incompetence,  the  actions  in  Iraq 
have  weakened  US  diplomacy  in  the  Middle  East.  The  United  States  is  no  longer  in  a 
credible  position  either  to  consider  radical  diplomatic  options  such  as  regime  change  in 
Iran  or  other  types  of  coercive  diplomacy.  Either  could  prove  militarily  disastrous  or  start 
an  unintentional  war  and  jeopardize  US  interest  in  Iran  or  Afghanistan.  Furthermore, 
military  action  might  only  serve  to  embolden  Iran’s  leaders  and  further  radicalize  the 
population's  support  of  building  nuclear  arms. 

Decline  in  credibility  with  the  Iranian  people  began  long  before  2003.  The  1953 
coup  permeates  strategic  discussions  between  the  United  States  and  Iran  up  to  the 
current  dialog.  During  the  1960s  and  1970s,  Iran's  oil  revenues  grew  considerably,  and 
this  rise  weakened  US  influence  in  Iranian  politics.  Enjoying  the  advantages  of  Iran's 
success,  the  United  States  would  visibly  focus  on  strengthening  the  power  of  an  Iranian 
state  in  comparison  to  focusing  on  the  Iranian  public.  According  to  scholar  Homa 
Katouzian,  the  1953  coup  put  the  United  States  "in  a  contradictory  position  of  being 
regarded  [by  the  Iranian  public]  as  the  chief  architect  and  instructor  of  the  regime,"  while 
"its  real  influence  [with  the  population]  declined  considerably."113 
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The  fact  is,  relative  to  its  diplomacy,  and  specifically  to  its  ability  to  use  military 
power,  the  United  States'  capacity  to  influence  the  states  and  populations  of  the  Middle 
East  is  affected  by  its  past  actions.  This  condition  is  not  necessarily  permanent.  The 
depth  of  the  influence  decline  is  arguable.  What  is  not  open  to  question  is  the  reality  that 
it  would  be  dangerous  not  to  consider  US  historical  engagement  with  Iran  when  gauging 
the  present  credibility  of  policy  choices  concerning  Iran. 

Contributing  Factors:  Variable  3-  Inevitability  of  Decline 

By  considering  the  US-lranian  shifts  in  balance  of  power  and  the  characterization 
of  US  military  decline  together,  assumptions  can  be  made  concerning  the  inevitability  of 
that  decline.  The  associated  times  with  these  variables  will  delineate  the  parameters 
that  will  define  what  inevitability  means  to  policy  development.  The  first  assumption  is 
that  military  advantage  is  currently  in  favor  of  the  United  States  and  should  remain  that 
way  until  the  2014  troop  withdrawals.  The  second  assumption  is  that  the  United  States 
is  certain  not  to  be  in  a  military  advantage  by  2020.  This  is  when  Iran's  military  power 
relative  to  America's  will  be  significantly  enhanced  by  the  predicted  introduction  of  an 
Iranian  nuclear  capability.  These  dates  also  define  the  next  critical  juncture  for  policy.  If 
opportunities  for  peace  are  to  be  made  or  military  advantages  kept,  policies  should  be  in 
place  and  implemented  before  2014. 

The  inevitability  of  the  variable  is  also  defined  by  the  continuation  of  the  overall 
US  economic  decline  predicted  to  last  at  least  five  more  years.  This  amplifies  military 
decline  well  into  the  future  by  the  number  of  advanced  military  programs  that  have  been 
cancelled  with  no  replacement  in  research  and  development. 
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Contributing  Factors:  Variables  -  Conclusions 

The  military,  economic  and  diplomatic  influence  of  the  United  States  in  the 
Middle  East  has  shown  a  significant  downward  trend  for  almost  four  years.  With 
announced  troop  withdrawals  and  budget  cuts  that  are  projected  to  affect  US 
development  programs  in  the  region,  this  trend  will  continue.  The  fact  is  that  the 
cumulative  effects  of  this  decline  puts  the  United  States  in  a  temporary  condition  of 
disadvantage  in  its  relationship  with  Iran  relative  to  what  it  was  only  two  years  ago.  This 
condition  will  limit  policy  choices  whether  it  is  recognized  or  not. 

By  nature  of  being  variables,  the  United  States  can  change  these  time  periods  by 
actions  it  takes  in  policy  implementation.  For  instance,  a  shift  in  a  status  of  force 
agreement  with  Iraq  to  move  withdrawals  beyond  2014  would  extend  the  risk  window  of 
a  war  with  Iran.  The  2020  date  could  also  move  if  Iran  were  to  experience  sabotage  or 
airstrike  on  a  research  facility.  The  decline  in  US  influence  in  the  region  should  be 
characterized  as  "certain,"114  and  the  following  assumptions  are  summarized  for  policy 
development: 

•  The  United  States  currently  holds  a  position  of  relative  military 
advantage  over  Iran  in  the  Middle  East. 

•  Because  of  a  decline  in  regional  military  presence  and  the  constraints 
of  a  domestic  economy,  the  ability  of  the  United  States  to  sustain  that 
condition  of  advantage  should  start  decreasing  in  2014. 

•  Dependent  on  a  trajectory  that  is  reinforced  by  US  withdrawal  policy, 

US  decline  in  the  Middle  East  is  seen  as  'certain'  and  a  transition  in  the 
balance  of  regional  power  to  Iran  is  predicted  to  reconcile  itself  by 
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2020  based  on  the  expected  date  that  Iran  can  obtain  nuclear 
weapons. 

Contributing  Factors  -  Constraints 

Three  constraints  are  now  incorporated  to  predict  the  exact  severity  of  the  United 

State's  policy  choices  and  the  associated  probability  of  a  war.  The  first  constraint  is  the 

extent  to  which  hard-line  policies  such  as  crisis  initiation  or  containment  accelerate  or 

reverse  the  US  decline.  The  second  is  the  extent  to  which  hard-line  policies  will 

increase  the  probability  of  war  by  inadvertent  means  and  escalation.  The  final  constraint 

is  the  probability  of  Iran  attacking  later  should  it  be  allowed  to  rise. 

Contributing  Factors:  Constraints  -  Extent  that  Hard-Line  Policies  can  Overcome 
Decline 

The  more  policies  options  are  expected  to  mitigate  decline,  the  more  attractive 
they  will  be  versus  the  more  costly  act  of  war.115  Based  the  trajectory  that  produced  the 
current  status  quo,  continued  hard-line  policies  provide  little  prospect  of  lasting  regional 
stability.  In  the  extreme,  the  analysis  of  a  choice  to  start  a  third  war  in  the  region  only 
accelerates  US  decline.116  There  is  no  regional  proxy  to  offset  US  relative  decline  as 
there  was  in  1 979. 117  If  the  United  States  starts  such  a  war,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
results  of  a  war  with  Iran  will  overcome  US  regional  decline.  Although  feasible  until 
projected  troop  withdrawal  dates  pass,  war  with  Iran  cannot  be  considered  an 
acceptable  or  suitable  option  when  compared  to  other  regional  US  objectives. 

Strong  overtures  of  Israeli  and  other  Arab  governments  gives  optimism  towards 
the  use  of  hard-line  options  short  of  war  to  be  effective  towards  Iran.118  The  initiation  of  a 
crisis  in  the  form  of  air  strikes  on  Iranian  facilities  should  be  considered  an  acceptable 
and  suitable  policy  option.  Feasibility  could  be  sought  by  pursuing  new  status  of  force 
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agreements  with  Arab  states  that  would  keep  US  air  power  in  credible  proximity  of 
Iranian  infrastructure.  US  influence  could  rise  and  even  reverse  US  decline  if  diplomatic 
freedom  of  action  was  obtained  through  the  international  community  in  the  form  a  UN 
resolution.  Specifically,  it  should  call  for  military  action  if  Iran  demonstrates  that  it  has  a 
nuclear  weapon.  Air  strikes  would  serve  as  a  unifying  action  to  form  a  US  sphere  of 
influence  in  the  region  and  reverse  US  regional  decline. 

This  case  is  atypical  in  that  what  is  normally  considered  a  soft-line  option  has  the 
effect  of  a  hard-line  policy.  In  this  way,  the  option  "Do  Nothing"  constrains  the  United 
States  in  relation  to  its  decline  much  in  the  same  starting  a  war  would.119  Israel  and 
Saudi  Arabia  have  made  it  clear  that  they  will  act  if  the  United  States  does  nothing.  If 
there  is  no  change  in  US  policy,  then  this  scenario  is  dependent  on  two  choices  the 
United  States  has  already  made.  One  is  the  security  alliance  that  it  has  made  with 
Israel.  The  second,  because  the  United  States  has  removed  Iraq  as  the  Sunni  counter 
to  Iran,  it  has  made  the  other  Arab  nations  dependent  on  US  military  power  for 
perceived  or  real  security.  Because  of  ties  to  oil,  other  economic  opportunities  and 
power  projection,  these  Arab  states  are  in  essence  US  protectorates.  If  either  Israel  or 
one  of  the  Arab  nations  chooses  to  act,  the  United  States  will  find  itself  in  a  war  -  not  of 
its  choosing  and  at  a  significant  disadvantage.  If  the  United  States  does  nothing,  Arab 
states  have  indicated  they  will  seek  new  protectors  to  compensate  for  absent  US  power. 
Indications  are  that  some  would  side  with  Iran,  while  others,  including  Israel,  may  look 
for  assistance  from  competitors  such  as  Russia.  In  both  cases,  US  decline  of  influence 
remains  in  decline  and  could  be  expected  to  accelerate  if  no  action  is  taken.  The  option 
of  "do  nothing"  is  not  feasible,  acceptable  nor  suitable  for  the  United  States.120 
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Contributing  Factors:  Constraints  -  The  Probability  of  War  by  Inadvertent  Means 

The  second  constraint  is  the  extent  to  which  such  hard-line  policies  will  increase 
the  probability  of  war  through  inadvertent  means  and  escalation.  The  greater  the 
likelihood  that  a  hard-line  policy  will  cause  an  inadvertent  spiral  to  war,  the  less 
attractive  the  policy  is.121 

Because  of  changes  in  regional  balance  of  power  relationships  and  a  condition  of 
US  decline,  this  is  new  ground  for  US  policy  makers  in  relation  to  Iran.  Before  the 
Balkan  interventions  of  the  1990s,  the  conflicts  between  the  United  States  and  its  rivals 
were  for  limited  goals  with  limited  means.122  In  the  context  of  the  Cold  War,  it  was 
openly  understood  what  the  United  States  wanted  from  Iran  in  the  language  of 
diplomatic  coercion.  In  turn,  Iran  knew  how  far  it  could  go  and  the  steps  required  in 
reversing  an  escalation  with  the  United  States.  The  fundamental  element  in  deterrence 
messaging  between  states  was  present;  expectations  were  known  ahead  of  time.123 
Proxy  wars,  covert  and  terrorist  actions  or  combat  in  domains  such  as  the  air  or  sea 
were  tolerated  in  the  context  of  an  understood  diplomatic  norm.  The  combinations  of  the 
successes  in  the  wars  Balkan  region  and  the  September  1 1th  terrorist  attacks  on  the 
United  States  would  change  this.124 

The  United  States  has  changed  its  norm  in  how  it  communicates  with  military 
force  and  its  overall  diplomatic  language  with  regards  to  weaker  states.125  Since 
becoming  the  sole  hegemon  in  the  international  system,  the  United  States  has  based  its 
reputation  on  maintaining  the  system  that  allows  it  to  remain  in  power.  It  started  this  in  a 
series  of  UN  endorsed  interventions  and  eventually  with  preemptive  wars  that  have 
resulted  in  the  breakup  of  the  sovereign  territory  or  a  regime  change  with  its  rival  states. 
In  201 1  it  is  clear  that  US  military  operations  against  a  chosen  state  -  even  for 
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humanitarian  or  protection  purposes  -  will  more  likely  end  with  changing  the  sovereignty 
status  of  that  state.  States  should  assume  that  if  they  are  attacked,  even  in  a  limited 
form,  by  the  US  military  that  state  survival  or  the  survival  of  the  regime  in  power  is  at 
risk.  This  is  the  new  diplomatic  language  of  the  United  States. 

The  United  States  may  no  longer  want  to  pursue  this  line  of  diplomatic  coercion 
and  choose  options  that  it  once  had  in  the  1980s.  The  United  States'  actions  in  1990s 
and  the  2000s  communicate  something  very  different  and  as  a  result  have  over 
committed  the  reputation  of  its  military  power  in  how  it  coerces  others.  Because  Iran  is  a 
rational  state  concerned  with  its  survival,  it  will  logically  accept  this  change  in  diplomatic 
language  based  on  the  US  reputation  to  use  military  power  in  regime  change.  Even  in 
the  context  of  deterrence,  Iran's  survival  demands  that  it  respond  to  any  application  of 
US  military  power  as  it  were  a  threat  to  Iranian  survival.  This  condition  limits  what  the 
United  States  can  do  with  regards  to  Iran  with  military  power  unless  it  desires  war. 

It  will  take  a  considerable  amount  of  time  to  change  this  condition.  Until  the 
United  States  and  Iran  come  to  a  shared  perception  of  what  the  balance  of  power  will 
be  in  the  region,  policies  such  as  a  strong  military  show  of  force  will  have  a  very 
different  effect  than  they  did  in  the  1980s.  The  expectation  should  be  that  Iran's  regime 
has  the  rational  belief  that  it  will  be  the  next  in  the  'Axis  of  Evil'  to  be  changed  based  on 
past  US  performance  and  threats.  Because  Iran's  perception  is  that  the  next  military 
action  will  be  for  its  survival,  hard-line  policies  will  increase  the  probability  of  war  by 
inadvertent  means.  While  deterrence  and  containment  policies  are  still  acceptable, 
feasible  and  suitable,  the  military  participation  in  such  operations  will  be  constrained  in 
type,  size  and  scope  if  peace  is  preferred. 
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Contributing  Factors:  Constraints  -  The  Probability  of  Iran  Attacking  in  the  Future 

The  final  constraint  is  the  probability  of  Iran  attacking  the  United  States  later 
should  it  be  allowed  to  rise.  This  constraint  considers  both  diplomacy  and  domestic 
processes  on  Iran's  decision  to  attack  the  United  States  in  the  future.126 

As  the  United  States  declines  in  power  in  the  region,  it  is  certain  to  find  itself 
challenged  by  Iran.  Before  the  2008  "surge"  period,  Iran  was  found  to  be  more  than  an 
obstructionist  to  US  interests.  Where  United  States  and  coalition  force  numbers  were 
found  to  be  inadequate  for  the  Iraqi  occupation  and  the  following  insurgency,  Iran  would 
risk  war  to  challenge  US  influence.127 

As  impotent  coalition  force  numbers  began  to  try  and  consolidate  gains  in  Iraq's 
major  cities,  Iran  would  insert  itself  where  it  could  among  the  Shia  majority.  An  early 
example  of  this  was  found  in  a  2003  Iranian  Revolutionary  Guard  intelligence  report 
marked  Confidential  that  noted  the  passage  of  US  forces  in  the  city  of  Kut  but  says  "we 
are  in  control  of  the  city."  Another  Iranian  report  dated  the  same  day  would  state: 

"forces  attached  to  us  had  control  of  the  city  of  Amarah  and  occupied  the  Baath  Party 
headquarters  there."128 

On  June  24th  2003,  Iran  would  challenge  the  coalition  by  funding  an  operation 
that  would  kill  six  British  military  police  in  Majarr  al-Kabir.129  In  August  of  that  same  year, 
the  first  explosively  formed  projectile  of  Iranian  origin  would  be  used  to  kill  US 
soldiers.130  By  2004,  the  United  States  would  find  itself  openly  targeting  Iranian  agents 
in  Iraq.  A  raid  of  three  Iranian  "safe  houses"  in  Iraq  captured  documents  linking  Iran  to 
plots  to  kill  members  of  the  Iraqi  intelligence  service.  A  month  later,  Iraqi  intelligence 
chief  Mohammed  al-Shahwani  said  "Documents  were  obtained...  (showing)  the  Iranian 
regime  is  seeking...  subversive  acts  to  exacerbate  Iraq's  wounds  and  dominate  it."  He 


39 


added  "A  document  (showed)  that  Iran  allocated  a  budget  to  Badr  Corps,  a  subversive 
Shia  organization  in  Iraq,  totaling  45  million  dollars."  By  2005,  frustration  towards 
Iranian  influence  would  show  in  the  statement  of  other  Iraqi  leaders.  Basra's  chief  of 
police,  speaking  of  Iranian  influence:  "All  I  can  say  is  that  80  percent  of  our  police 
officers  do  not  obey  my  commands".131 

The  change  in  strategy  and  increase  of  US  troops  to  2008  levels  would  address 
the  threat  with  kill  or  capture  orders  concerning  Iranian  agents.132  Ultimately  the  Iranian 
threat  in  Iraq  would  decrease  with  the  rise  in  US  military  power.  Soon  after,  increases  in 
Iranian  sponsored  attacks  in  Afghanistan  were  seen  in  places  where  US  troop  numbers 
were  found  to  be  inadequate.133 

Attacks  on  vulnerable  US  military  forces  by  Iranian  agents  and  proxies  are  not 
limited  to  the  current  circumstances.  On  September  8th  2003,  Judge  John  Bates  of  the 
United  States  District  Court  in  Washington,  DC  would  award  $123  million  dollars  to  29 
American  victims  and  family  members  of  Americans  killed  in  the  1983  bombing  of  the 
US  embassy  and  US  Marine  Corps  Barracks  in  Beirut.  The  civilian  court  had 
determined  that  the  bombing  against  the  small  US  embassy  and  peacekeeping 
contingent  was  carried  out  by  the  militant  group  Hezbollah  with  the  direction,  approval 
and  financing  of  senior  Iranian  officials.134 

Based  on  these  past  circumstances,  it  can  be  assumed  that  Iran  will  exploit 
situations  where  the  US  military  is  vulnerable  by  use  of  force  restraints  required  in 
operations  such  as  a  diplomatic  show  of  force  or  humanitarian  mission.  Iran  is  also 
expected  to  follow  its  trend  of  exerting  its  influence  where  a  lack  of  US  force  numbers 
defines  vulnerability.135 


40 


Any  policy  that  does  not  remove  Iran  as  a  regional  power  or  its  regime  should 
expect  an  Iranian  attack  on  US  interests  in  the  region  as  troop  numbers  decline.  This  is 
emphasized  because  current  policy  calls  for  small  security  cooperation  contingents  of 
US  troops  to  be  left  to  advise  and  assist  Iraqi  or  Afghan  militaries  and  in  other  countries 
in  the  region.  It  is  difficult  to  predict  how  these  attacks  would  escalate  should  Iran  be 
allowed  to  have  nuclear  weapons.  Therefore,  even  though  war  is  neither  feasible  nor 
suitable  to  address  regional  issues,  a  potential  nuclear  armed  Iran  makes  it 
unacceptable  to  rule  out  an  initiation  of  war  option. 

Contributing  Factors:  Constraints  -  Conclusions 

The  preference  that  the  policy  decision  maker  imposes  is  the  final  constraint.  US 
Administrations  over  many  years  have  preferred  peace  over  war.  As  seen  in  the 
attempts  at  the  policy  of  engagement,  this  remains  the  same  for  the  Obama 
Administration.  The  preference  of  'peace'  will  now  serve  as  the  mechanism  that  will 
guide  the  policy  development.  It  is  a  constraint  in  that  it  dictates  that  policy 
recommendations  must  simultaneously  address  three  actions  towards  Iran.  First,  policy 
development  must  constantly  attempt  to  reduce  the  probability  of  war.  Second,  policy  is 
required  to  create  a  reality  that  alters  the  trajectory  towards  war.  Finally,  military 
operations  should  be  conducted  in  such  a  way  that  peace  is  a  certain  and  assured 
outcome. 

The  following  summarizes  the  constraints  on  policy  development  that  outline  the 
parameters  of  the  "art  of  the  possible"  in  regards  to  US-lranian  relations: 

•  The  preference  of  peace  constrains  policy  development  to  constantly 
attempt  to  reduce  in  the  probability  of  war.  It  also  must  create  a  reality 
that  alters  the  trajectory  towards  war.  If  required  military  operations 
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must  be  conducted  in  such  a  way  that  peace  is  a  certain  and  assured 
outcome. 

•  "Initiate  War"  and  "Do  Nothing"  accelerate  US  decline  in  the  region. 

•  "Initiate  War"  is  not  feasible  or  suitable  because  of  an  over 
commitment  of  US  reputation  and  forces  in  the  region.  Yet,  it  would  be 
unacceptable  for  the  US  to  discard  "Initiate  War"  because  of  the  threat 
posed  by  a  nuclear  armed  Iran.  US  is  constrained  to  "Initiate  War"  as  a 
last  resort  in  accordance  with  international  norms  or  it  will  experience 
significant  regional  and  international  decline  of  credibility. 

•  Policy  choice  "Do  Nothing"  is  not  an  option  because  Israel  will  strike 
Iran  and /  or  other  Arab  states  will  seek  protection  from  Iran  or  other  US 
competitors.  US  regional  influence  will  experience  the  most  significant 
decline  if  it  "Does  Nothing." 

•  Policy  choices  "Crisis  Initiation"  and  "Reassurance"  have  a  strong 
probability  of  reversing  or  mitigating  US  decline  in  the  region. 

•  Chance  of  war  with  Iran  by  escalation  has  increased  significantly  since 
1980s.  Because  of  a  reputation  of  regime  changes,  The  US  is 
constrained  in  the  type,  size  and  scope  of  deterrence  options. 

•  Expect  Iran  to  attack  if  allowed  to  rise.  Scope  and  size  of  attacks 
concurrent  with  US  decline  in  region.  Because  of  this,  US  is 
constrained  to  not  accept  a  nuclear  armed  Iran. 
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Policy  Options 

Even  after  the  failure  of  the  2009  Engagement  Policy,  some  argue  that  a 
conciliatory  approach  might  not  only  reverse  Iran's  nuclear  aspirations,  but  also  improve 
the  overall  relationship.136  Others  offer  that  US  concerns  stem  from  the  nature  of  Iran’s 
regime.  In  this  view,  new  regimes  formed  from  opposition  groups  would  produce 
strategic  benefits  beyond  reducing  the  nuclear  threat,  including  an  end  to  Iran’s 
obstruction  of  Arab-lsraeli  peace.137  A  third  view  is  that  Iranian  nationalism  produces  a 
common  view  on  Iran’s  security  and  that  a  new  regime  would  not  align  with  the  United 
States  due  to  fear  of  an  increased  US  influence  and  un-lslamic  culture  in  their  lives.138 

Changing  the  trajectory  to  war  with  Iran  is  no  simple  matter.  Soft-line  and  hard¬ 
line  policy  options  supporters  respond  to  different  elements  of  the  Iranian  Regime.  Soft- 
line  supporters  essentially  focus  on  the  immediate  and  practical  consequences  of 
actions  towards  Iran.  Hard-line  supporters  are  engrossed  in  the  radical  revolutionary 
side  of  the  regime.  The  approach  of  each  captures  one  characteristic  of  the  Iranian 
problem  but  misses  a  part  of  what  influences  Iranian  behavior.  If  it  is  to  succeed, 
American  strategy  must  be  informed  by  the  impulses  of  both  tendencies  that  guide 
Iranian  policy.139  The  goal  of  this  section  is  to  identify  and  examine  the  five  basic  options 
described  in  foreign  policy  development.  From  this,  a  set  of  actions  can  be  sequenced 
and  arranged  in  such  a  way  that  offers  judgment  on  the  best  chance  to  alter  Iran's 
behavior. 

Policy  Option  1 :  Initiate  War  -  Use  the  U.S.  Military  to  Achieve  Regime  Change 

Supporters  of  regime  change  argue  that  Iran’s  government  threatens  the  United 
States,  Israel,  and  vital  US  interests  in  the  Middle  East.  Not  to  be  underestimated,  Iran 
clearly  seeks  a  greater  role  in  the  region  and  it  will  not  be  dissuaded  from  pursuing 
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nuclear  weapons.  The  claim  is  that  Iran's  revolutionary  ideology  is  incompatible  with 
peace  and  cooperation.140  The  United  States  must  recognize  that  the  only  guarantee  of 
stopping  Iran’s  hostile  intentions  is  to  change  its  government  completely.141 

The  assumptions  for  this  option  are  that  Iranians  deserve  the  liberties  inherent  in 
a  democratic  system.  With  or  without  nuclear  weapons,  the  current  government  in  Iran 
will  remain  a  danger  to  the  United  States  and  the  Middle  East.  Another  assumption 
would  be  that  Iranians  would  feel  positively  towards  the  United  States  after  we  help 
them  overthrow  their  regime. 

History  tells  a  different  story.  As  in  1953,  any  attempt  to  overthrow  the  regime  will 
unite  the  Iranian  people  against  the  United  States.  There  is  not  a  significant  opposition 
group  to  lead  the  effort,  thus  regime  change  is  destabilizing.  Pursuing  it  only  increases 
an  Iranian  desire  to  build  a  nuclear  weapon.142  There  is  no  doubt  that  regime  change 
has  a  high  probability  of  an  early  military  success  like  the  ones  seen  in  Afghanistan  and 
Iraq.  As  those  cases  have  proven,  regime  change  does  not  ensure  a  friendlier  Iran. 

Yet,  a  nuclear-armed  Iran  is  unacceptable.  While  not  sought  as  a  first  option, 
"Initiate  War"  for  regime  change  must  remain  on  the  table  in  the  form  of  a  deliberate  and 
escalated  initiation  of  a  crisis  response  of  limited  means  and  objectives.  Plans  should 
begin  with  rapid  punitive  strikes  against  regime  infrastructure  and  then  attacks  to 
destroy  an  Iranian  military  capability  such  as  its  naval  forces.  If  Iran  still  refused  to  bend, 
regime  change  must  be  threatened  to  make  soft-line  policies  more  acceptable 
alternatives.143 

Policy  Option  2:  Crisis  Initiation  -  Use  Military  Action  to  Destroy  Iran’s  Nuclear  Facilities 

Clearly  seeking  nuclear  weapons,  the  threat  from  Iran  is  real  and  it  is  immediate. 
Supporters  of  a  limited  strike  state  that  the  United  States  must  act  to  destroy  Iran’s 
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nuclear  facilities  and  reduce  Iran’s  ability  to  counter-attack.144  If  Iran  gets  nuclear 
weapons  it  might  use  those  weapons  against  Israel,  an  important  US  ally  in  the  Middle 
East.  As  a  state  sponsor  of  terror,  Iran  also  may  pass  nuclear  weapons  on  to  groups 
such  as  Hezbollah  and  Hamas.  Additionally,  an  Iran  further  emboldened  by  nuclear 
weapons  will  pose  an  additional  danger  to  the  fragile  democracy  in  Iraq.  An  Iran  with 
nuclear  weapons  is  a  serious  threat  demanding  serious  and  immediate  action. 

There  are  two  assumptions  in  for  this  option.  First,  Iran’s  nuclear  program  is 
intended  as  a  basis  for  developing  nuclear  weapons  and  that  makes  Iran  a  danger  to 
US  national  security.  Given  the  US-lranian  history,  a  nuclear  capable  Iran  would  be 
more  dangerous  than  other  nuclear  state  including  Pakistan,  India,  and  China.  Finally, 
threats  from  Iran  towards  Israel  are  not  empty  ones  and  should  be  taken  seriously. 

The  problem  with  this  option  is  that  it  is  fueled  by  a  story-line  that  is  very 
selective  in  its  details.  The  fact  is  that  the  United  States  has  been  the  aggressor  in  the 
past.  Historic  trends  show  that  Iran  is  likely  only  to  attack  if  it  is  threatened.145  Opposite 
from  what  the  media  reports,  identifying  all  of  the  Iranian  nuclear  sites  will  be  difficult,  as 
the  United  States  does  not  have  the  required  intelligence.  This  makes  complete 
success  in  eliminating  all  of  Iran’s  nuclear  facilities  highly  unlikely.146 

A  limited  military  strike  will  not  stop  Iran  from  trying  to  acquire  nuclear  weapons. 
As  stated,  the  very  threat  of  military  intervention  makes  Iran  more  likely  to  try  to  acquire 
them.147  Even  just  entertaining  the  idea  of  strikes  and  publicly  stating  it  has  increased 
distrust.  Iranian  officials  have  said  they  will  retaliate  against  any  military  action.148 
Certain  to  destabilize  gains  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  Iraqi  Shiite  political  groups 
sympathetic  to  Iran  should  be  expected  to  attack  US  military  forces  in  both  countries.149 
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There  are  other  costs  to  deliberately  entering  a  crisis.  When  initiating  a  crisis, 
states  put  their  reputations  on  the  line.  Actions  such  as  implementing  deterrent  options, 
recalling  ambassadors,  and  military  training  maneuvers  have  high  credibility  cost. 
Meaning  that  if  a  state  takes  such  actions  and  then  back  down,  other  states  may 
perceive  it  as  weak.  Actions  with  high  credibility  cost  send  signals  revealing  a  state's 
true  resolve.  Since  weak  actors  are  less  likely  to  take  such  actions,  challengers  can 
update  their  beliefs  about  a  defender's  toughness,  and  thus  back  away  before  things  go 
too  far. 

There  is  downside  to  this:  actions  with  large  credibility  cost  make  it  harder  for 
states  to  make  concessions  within  a  crisis.  This  constrains  the  policy  development  of 
negotiated  solutions  that  may  be  favored  over  war.  In  short,  reputations  may  get 
overcommitted.  The  crisis  then  transforms  actors  who  wanted  peace  into  deadlock 
actors,  who  prefer  war  not  only  to  the  old  status  quo  but  also  to  any  compromise.150 

It  should  be  assumed  that  Iran  paid  attention  to  what  the  United  States  did  to  the 
regimes  of  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  This  should  lead  policy  in  a  direction  that  recognizes 
that  Iran  will  not  see  a  change  in  US  Presidents  as  a  change  to  a  new  norm  in  how  the 
United  States  deals  with  rival  states.  The  fifth  pathway  to  war  is  a  very  dangerous  reality 
even  if  peace  is  preferred.  Based  on  a  US  reputation  of  regime  change,  Iran  cannot 
afford  not  to  act  strongly  if  faced  with  a  US  challenge.151  Iran  would  be  in  serious  risk  if  it 
did  not  consider  a  US  attack  as  a  survival  situation  for  its  regime. 

Policy  development  must  consider  this  as  an  over  commitment  of  its  reputation 
and  that  Iran  will  no  longer  see  escalation  as  an  option  in  its  dealings  with  the  United 
States.  Policy  makers  wanting  to  bring  back  the  US  military's  role  to  support  "soft" 
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diplomatic  options  must  expect  that  Iran  will  misinterpret  them  and  respond  in  a  way 
that  reflects  its  survival  interest.  In  the  end,  the  true  cost  of  this  over  commitment  in  Iraq 
and  Afghanistan  is  that  the  United  States  has  lost  the  ability  to  choose  hard-line 
containment  and  deterrence  options  short  of  war  to  modify  Iran's  behavior. 

However,  as  the  trajectory  indicates,  a  crisis  with  Iran  is  coming.  Better  to  deal 
with  Iran  while  the  US  forces  in  the  region  are  credible.  Waiting  for  the  international 
community  to  act  collectively  or  for  sanctions  to  have  more  effect  would  mean  giving 
Iran  plenty  of  time  to  develop  nuclear  weapons.  To  mitigate  the  risk  associated  with 
time,  limited  attacks  would  not  have  to  be  limited  to  air  strikes.  Sabotage  in  the  form 
direct  action,  cyber-attack  or  the  assassination  of  a  key  scientist  could  be  measures  to 
push  Iran's  nuclear  capable  date  beyond  2020. 152  If  tied  to  clear  and  measurable 
diplomatic  messaging,  these  actions  also  increase  US  credibility  with  regional  allies  and 
partners. 

Policy  Option  3:  Diplomatic  Deterrence  and  Containment  -  Tighten  the  Noose 

Supporters  of  a  deterrence  and  containment  options  recognize  that  Iran’s  nuclear 
program  is  a  threat  but  maintains  that  there  is  time  to  address  the  issue.  This  party 
argues  that  military  action  of  any  kind  will  only  embolden  Iran’s  leaders  and  further 
radicalize  the  country  towards  a  nuclear  weapon.153  Instead,  the  United  States  should 
take  the  broad  approach  of  multilateral  diplomacy,  using  both  hard-line  and  soft-line 
measures  to  change  Iran's  behavior.154  The  threat  of  a  nuclear  strike  or  the 
continuations  of  sanctions  are  examples  of  deterrence  and  containment  actions.  Only  a 
concerted  effort  to  work  with  the  Security  Council  and  hold  dialogue  with  Iranians  over 
the  real  cost  to  them  if  they  choose  to  continue  will  lead  to  resolution  of  the  issue  of 
enrichment  facilities. 
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There  are  three  assumptions  that  enable  this  policy  option  to  be  acceptable. 

First,  Iran  will  desire  to  cooperate.  The  second  assumption  is  that  Iran  will  find  it  rational 
and  necessary  to  develop  nuclear  weapons  the  more  it  is  threatened  by  the  United 
States.  Finally,  multilateral  diplomacy  is  the  most  effective  and  least  dangerous  way  to 
deal  with  Iran. 

The  issue  here  will  be  the  same  as  it  has  been  in  the  past,  the  international 
community  will  never  agree  on  a  single  solution.  As  the  Security  Council  attempts  to 
deal  with  the  problem,  Iran  will  take  advantage  of  the  time  and  develop  a  nuclear 
weapon.  Trying  to  engage  with  a  regime  that  supports  terrorism  and  asymmetric  attacks 
on  US  interests  only  encourages  rogue  behavior.155  Iran  has  used  diplomacy  as  a  cover 
to  mislead  the  international  community,  while  developing  its  nuclear  capabilities.  The 
sanctions,  UN  resolutions,  and  other  deterrence  measures  imposed  have  not  worked 
thus  far.156  Iran  has  responded  in  the  past  to  hard-line  policy.157  Trying  to  affect  the 
behavior  of  both  the  radical  clerics  and  the  president  in  Iran,  when  it  is  unclear  where 
central  power  is  really  held,  complicates  diplomacy  so  that  it  may  be  impossible.158 

Policy  development  should  recognize  that  the  physical  aspects  of  containment 
and  deterrence  hold  enormous  risk  as  well.  The  main  origin  of  the  Iran  Flight  665 
accident  was  attributed  to  the  alert  status  of  the  forces  conducting  operations  in  support 
of  US  containment  in  the  Persian  Gulf.159  Given  that  this  accident  occurred  in  the 
context  of  the  Cold  War,  it  is  understandable  how  it  did  not  lead  to  an  inadvertent  war. 
Under  present  conditions  it  is  also  understandable  that  a  nuclear  capable  Iran  would 
behave  differently  in  this  situation.  Deterrence  and  containment  policies  presented  as 
alternates  to  war  could  create  the  circumstances  that  caused  the  shootdown  of  the 
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civilian  airliner.  Policy  development  is  informed  by  recognizing  that  military  coercion 
used  in  the  pursuit  of  peace  can  escalate  quickly  to  an  undesired  war.160  With  two 
powerful  militaries  close  in  proximity  and  on  heightened  alert,  an  accident  can  cause 
consequences  beyond  the  control  of  their  governments. 

But  for  US  interests  to  survive  in  the  region,  this  option  must  be  considered  as  a 
main  medium  in  how  to  deal  with  Iran.161  Although  unclear  on  its  feeling  towards  the 
United  States,  Iran’s  huge  youth  population  has  a  favorable  attitude  about  the  use  of 
diplomacy  towards  the  US.  Anything  but  diplomacy  will  alienate  Iran’s  youth  and 
produce  another  generation  of  suspicion  and  hate.162  Iran  is  probably  nine  years  away 
from  developing  a  nuclear  weapon.  The  United  States  has  the  time  to  muster  a 
worldwide  diplomatic  effort  and  keep  its  influence  in  the  region  without  having  to  keep  a 
large  military  force. 

Policy  Option  4:  Do  Nothing  -  A  Cold  War  in  the  Middle  East 

'Do  Nothing'  must  at  least  be  contemplated  in  that  it  ensures  an  expected 
survival  of  US  influence  in  the  region  will  remain  above  zero.  But  with  the  US  regional 
decline  defined  by  a  withdrawal  date,  can  the  United  States  afford  another  long  and 
costly  Cold  War  type  scenario?  Adlai  Stevenson  proposed  a  variant  of  this  option  during 
the  Cuban  Missile  Crisis,  arguing  that  the  risks  involved  in  any  campaign  to  coerce  the 
Soviets  to  withdraw  their  missiles  far  outweighed  the  risks  of  learning  to  live  with  those 
missiles.163  Just  as  in  that  case,  the  reality  of  an  overall  US  nuclear  deterrence  would  in 
fact  make  the  risks  of  accepting  an  Iranian  nuclear  weapon  relatively  low.164 

Predicted  from  current  international  rhetoric,  an  article  in  the  Atlantic  illustrates 
how  the  United  States  may  find  itself  down  this  pathway  to  war.  The  article  describes  a 
probable  scenario  if  sanctions  or  deterrence  do  not  stop  Iran  from  realizing  its  nuclear 
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goals.  “The  Israeli  defense  minister...  will  telephone  counterpart  at  the  Pentagon,  to 
inform  him  that  his  Prime  Minister...  has  just  ordered  the  Israeli  air  force  to  fly  east 
toward  Iran”165  The  growing  conclusion  among  Israeli  leaders  is  that  it  must  bomb  Iran  to 
eliminate  the  annihilation  of  the  Jewish  State. 

Supporting  the  idea  of  an  Israeli  strike,  an  Arab  minister  said,  “This  is  not  a 
discussion  about  the  invasion  of  Iran.  We  are  hoping  for  the  pinpoint  striking  of  several 
facilities.”  Saudi  Arabia  has  also  supported  an  attack  but  wants  the  Americans  to 
conduct  it  so  they  would  not  be  seen  as  partnering  with  the  Israelis.  "If  the  choice  is 
between  allowing  Iran  to  go  nuclear,  or  trying  for  ourselves  what  [the  United  States] 
won’t  try,  then  we  probably  have  to  try,”  the  official  added.”166 

If  attacked,  the  assumption  is  that  Iran  would  defend  itself  and  war  would  begin. 
Limited  or  not,  alliances  and  security  arrangements  that  have  reinforced  an  entrenched 
opposition  to  Iran,  would  soon  have  the  United  States  attempting  to  obtain  its  goal  of 
ridding  Iran  of  a  nuclear  capability.  Most  of  the  decisions  that  will  take  the  United  States 
down  this  path  to  war  have  already  been  selected.  The  security  agreements  with  Arab 
states  and  Israel  and  harsh  sanctions  that  commit  the  US  reputation  to  a  non-nuclear 
region  are  actions  that  have  already  contributed  to  an  outcome  not  yet  realized.  The 
only  choice  to  be  made  that  would  raise  the  probability  of  war  in  this  scenario  would  be 
to  choose  to  do  nothing 

Iran  is  not  the  Soviet  Union  and  Israel  has  said  that  it  will  not  tolerate  the  US 
'doing  nothing.'  To  do  nothing  in  this  case  means  the  United  States  is  abdicating  the 
position  to  dictate  terms  and  steer  the  dialog.  For  its  own  survival,  Israel  thinks  it  must  to 
attack  if  the  United  States  sits  on  the  sidelines.  It  can  be  predicted  that  US  influence  in 
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the  region  would  not  survive  to  remain  significant  once  it  resigns  its  leadership  role  in 
the  process.  This  option  is  not  feasible.167 

Policy  Option  5:  Reassurance  and  Conciliation:  Normalize  Relations  with  Iran 

Proponents  of  the  option  of  appeasement  without  preconditions,  describe  the 
US-lranian  relations  as  frozen  in  time.  Since  1979,  the  United  States  has  refused  to 
have  diplomatic  relations  with  Iran.  For  the  past  thirty  years,  the  United  States  has 
carried  out  a  provocative  and  ineffective  campaign  of  intimidation  and  containment. 
Supporters  of  conciliatory  measures  contend  that  the  United  States  will  gain  more  if  it 
treats  Iran  with  the  respect  it  deserves  as  a  regional  power.168  The  United  States  has  an 
opportunity  to  recast  its  relationship  with  Iran,  develop  trade  between  the  two  countries, 
and  increase  US  oil  access.169 

Over  time  the  United  States  can  build  a  cooperative  relationship  with  Iran  and 
address  issues  of  mutual  concern.  The  United  States  has  experienced  making  such 
bold  moves,  such  as  when  Nixon  made  overtures  to  China  in  1 972.  The  result  was  a 
restoration  of  normal  relations  seven  years  later.  Refusing  dialog  with  an  adversary 
does  not  achieve  the  possibility  of  creating  an  alternate  reality  where  normalization 
could  even  occur.  The  United  States  must  stop  threatening  Iran  and  instead  take  bold 
new  steps  to  engage  Iranians  economically  and  diplomatically.170 

The  assumption  for  this  policy  option  centers  on  the  fact  that  Iran's  suffering 
economy  is  contributing  to  Iranian  discontent  and  fuels  a  perceived  need  to  develop 
nuclear  energy.  The  first  assumption  is  that  if  the  United  States  threatens  military  action 
against  Iran,  this  need  for  nuclear  energy  will  make  it  easier  for  Iran  to  build  a  nuclear 
weapon.  Any  immediate  prosperity  from  the  new  relationship  will  bring  stability  and  the 
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realization  that  cooperation  could  bring  better  conditions.  The  final  assumption  is  that 
the  Iranian  people  want  a  better  relationship  with  the  United  States. 

The  true  merit  in  this  option  is  that  it  will  force  Iran  to  show  its  true  intentions. 
President  Ahmadinejad  has  stated  that  his  main  goal  is  to  improve  his  country’s 
domestic  situation.171  The  United  States  would  also  see  if  the  indications  of  a  pro- 
American  sentiment  really  existed  among  the  Iranian  people.  This  approach  has  worked 
with  China  in  the  past;  it  would  at  least  preserve  US  influence  in  the  region  while  it  was 
being  worked  through.  In  the  end  the  merits  of  this  option  would  open  the  door  on  Iran's 
intentions  and  elevate  the  issue  to  the  international  community  allowing  the  states  that 
will  be  truly  threatened  by  a  nuclear  Iran  (Russia,  Europeans,  Turkey...)  to  take 
ownership  of  the  issues. 

Recommendations 

The  Obama  Administration  currently  views  Iran  as  a  major  threat  to  US  interests. 
This  insight  is  generated  not  only  by  Iran’s  nuclear  program  but  also  by  its  military 
actions  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  assistance  to  the  Palestinian  group  Hamas,  and  to 
Lebanese  Hezbollah.  Yet,  nobly  the  President  holds  to  a  preference  of  peace.172 

The  following  recommendations  start  with  the  belief  that  the  risks  posed  by  Iran 
going  nuclear  must  be  prevented.  To  do  this,  The  United  States  must  consider  extreme 
measures  from  the  hard-line  or  soft-line  choices.  Recommendations  include  the 
possibility  of  going  to  war  with  Iran  to  accomplish  that  goal.  Yet,  they  also  assume  that 
the  United  States  will  meet  with  Iran  without  conditions  but  always  applying  pressures 
that  reward  or  punish  Iranian  behavior.  Iran  must  recognize  that  the  United  States  is  no 
longer  imposing  preconditions  and  that  it  is  able  to  successfully  orchestrate  pressures 
while  offering  accommodation.173 
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Although  a  start  point,  the  United  States  must  still  satisfy  the  three  requirements 
needed  to  alter  the  path  to  war.  These  three  requirements  are  to  create  an  alternate 
reality  for  a  future  relationship;  reduce  the  probability  of  war;  and  continue  pressures 
that  ensure  advantage  is  retained  in  the  region.  An  alternate  future  is  created  by  giving 
Iran  a  door  to  walk  through  that  has  tangible  and  timely  gains  that  are  meaningful  to  the 
Iranian  people.  The  probability  of  war  is  reduced  by  focusing  on  the  Iranian  leadership 
and  presenting  them  what  they  stand  to  lose  in  a  way  that  does  not  humiliate  their 
country.  These  requirements  will  be  support  by  measures  that  communicate  the  real 
cost  of  pursuing  the  nuclear  option.  Pressure  will  be  constant  and  focus  on  true 
vulnerabilities  that  make  Iranian  leaders  to  seriously  consider  the  alternatives  to  war. 
Recommendation  1 :  Creating  an  Alternate  Reality  -  Normalization 

To  pursue  peace  or  expect  the  Iranians  to  quickly  respond,  fails  to  respect  that 
peace  is  just  as  hard  to  obtain  and  maintain  as  waging  and  winning  war.  As 
demonstrated  in  2009,  constructing  a  strategic  architecture  relying  solely  on  peaceful 
engagement  does  not  allow  for  the  required  transition  of  normalization  to  occur. 
Normalization  refers  to  the  process  through  which  the  basic  interactions  that  define 
'normal'  international  relations  between  countries  are  introduced  to  the  relationship  over 
time.  An  example  of  this  would  be  to  work  to  reestablish  embassies  in  the  capitals  of 
each  country.  Normalization  refers  to  small  but  significant  measures  that  would  reframe 
the  relationship  so  that,  at  a  minimum,  the  United  States  and  Iran  could  communicate 
as  normal  states  do. 

While  there  would  be  no  preconditions  to  an  offer  for  normalization,  the  following 
agenda  derived  from  the  enduring  concerns  of  both  countries  would  guide  the  process: 
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•  Iran  wants  recognition  of  its  legitimate  security  and  regional  interests,  a 
commitment  to  accept  the  regime  and  give  up  effort  to  change  it,  a 
recovery  of  its  frozen  assets,  and  an  end  to  economic  embargoes,  and 
the  right  to  have  civil  nuclear  power.174 

•  The  United  States  wants  Iran  to  give  up  its  pursuit  of  nuclear  weapons, 
its  support  for  terrorist  groups  and  militias  that  threaten  or  hold  existing 
government  hostage,  and  its  efforts  to  prevent  Arab-lsraeli  peace.175 

Normalization  should  be  initiated  through  direct,  secret  back  channels.  This 
secrecy  will  protect  each  side  from  premature  exposure  and  would  not  require  either  to 
publicly  explain  the  move  towards  normalization  until  it  was  ready.176  Even  if  this  fails,  to 
attempt  this  process  will  be  important  to  reveal  Iran's  true  intentions  and  move  on  to 
more  hard-line  policies  with  international  support.  By  coordinating  a  package  of 
inducements  with  other  countries  and  making  it  public  at  the  right  time.  The  goal  would 
be  to  build  pressures  not  to  forgo  the  opportunity  that  has  been  offered,  while  also 
ensuring  that  the  onus  is  put  on  Iran  for  creating  a  crisis  and  also  for  making  conflict 
more  likely.177 

An  attempt  at  normalization  will  be  crucial  if  the  United  States  is  to  go  to  war  or 
initiate  a  global  strike  on  Iran  at  a  later  date.  The  current  state  of  US  credibility  in  the 
region  and  among  the  international  community  requires  any  military  action  to  be  seen 
as  a  last  resort.  The  public  declaration  and  attempt  to  normalize  will  enable  future 
military  action  with  legitimacy  in  domestic  and  international  audiences. 

The  problem  is  that  the  normalization  process  takes  a  long  time  to  unfold  and  the 
certainty  of  war  with  Iran  between  2014  and  2020  may  not  make  that  possible.  This 
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problematic  fact  and  how  it  relates  to  strategic  action  is  the  central  point  that  defines  the 
risk  that  US  leaders  incur  with  a  preference  to  peace.  Both  in  seeking  to  explain  the 
problem  of  Iran  and  in  the  search  for  explanations,  the  United  States  focused  on 
immediate  and  rapid  fixes  like  engagement.  In  the  year  that  was  lost,  more  time  was 
lost  and  thus  more  risk  was  assumed.  This  is  why  it  is  critical  to  gain  time  by 
simultaneously  reducing  the  probability  of  war  while  attempting  to  normalize  relations. 
Recommendation  2:  Reducing  the  Probability  of  War  -  Conflict  Termination 

If  customary  diplomatic  communications  were  existent  between  the  United  States 
and  Iran,  then  conflict  prevention  measures  would  be  an  appropriate  means  to  reduce 
the  certainty  of  war.  This  would  serve  to  reduce  or  erode  the  actions  that  reproduce 
conflict  and  create  the  required  time  for  normalization  to  alter  the  trajectory  of  war.  Yet, 
the  high  intensity  that  distinguishes  the  current  US-lranian  conflict  and  the  absence  of 
the  required  diplomatic  mechanisms  makes  conflict  prevention  impossible. 

The  recommendation  is  to  augment  an  offer  to  formally  normalize  relations  with 
an  attempt  to  enter  into  a  process  of  cessation  of  hostilities.  While  the  elements 
required  for  conflict  prevention  are  absent,  the  fundamentals  of  conflict  termination 
could  create  a  time  dimension  favorable  for  normal  relations  to  exist.  A  three  phased 
strategy,  conflict  termination  would  also  serve  as  a  medium  to  determine  the 
seriousness  of  Iranian  leaders  to  negotiate. 

The  first  phase  would  be  an  offer  for  an  informal  truce  or  ceasefire  that  would 
accompany  the  secret  envoy  to  start  the  process.  The  ceasefire  would  be  characterized 
as  temporary  and  limited  within  a  geographic  area.  The  terms  would  be  open  to 
negotiations  with  Iran  as  to  invite  ownership  and  encourage  success  by  not  expecting 
too  much  too  fast.  In  secret,  the  terms  would  be  made  and  monitored.  The  feedback 
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from  this  would  allow  for  reinforcing  actions  to  be  planned  out  to  reward  changes  in 
behavior  that  moved  towards  normalizations. 

Once  a  degree  of  seriousness  is  verified,  a  formal  armistice  would  be  publically 
offered  to  Iran  that  supports  the  pressures  and  credibility  of  a  decision  to  go  public  with 
a  policy  of  normalization.  Under  International  Law  an  armistice  is  a  legal  agreement  in 
which  "all  fighting  ends  with  no  one  surrendering"  and  it  applies  to  conflict  as  well  as 
defined  war.  The  armistice's  duration  would  not  be  not  fixed  and  the  United  States  or 
Iran  could  resume  fighting  as  they  chose,  but  with  proper  notifications.  At  that  point,  to 
continue  the  trajectory  towards  war  would  be  a  choice.  Notify  the  other  of  hostile  intents 
or  conducting  covert  action  would  hold  the  weight  of  breaking  a  treaty.  Within  this 
process  itself,  conflict  could  at  least  be  recognized  as  within  the  'normal'  boundaries  of 
the  international  system. 

Although  not  a  precondition  for  talks,  as  time  went  on  and  behaviors  were 
verified,  the  issue  of  nuclear  weapons  could  be  brought  up  as  a  term  in  armistice 
negotiations.  This  would  serve  to  make  it  clear  that  the  United  States  saw  the  position  of 
a  nuclear  weapon  as  a  precursor  to  war  with  Iran.  This  would  also  allow  Iran  to  use  the 
formalities  of  the  armistice  to  separate  the  issue  of  civil  nuclear  power  and  nuclear 
weapons.  If  at  a  later  date  a  nuclear  weapon  was  discovered,  credibility  of  a  US  attack 
and  would  be  reinforced  and  intensified  by  the  agreements  of  a  formal  international 
agreement. 

This  can  only  be  accomplished  if  the  rulers  in  Iran  are  prepared  to  embrace  a 
normal  relationship  with  the  West.178  The  final  phase  would  be  to  test  this  attitude  by 
asking  for  a  public  intent  to  work  towards  a  more  binding  treaty  to  formalize  at  least  the 
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acceptance  of  an  idea  that  outlines  a  series  of  reciprocal  measures  leading  to  a  step-by- 
step  improvement  of  relations.  The  United  States  might  even  agree  after  the  initial 
phase  to  take  a  few  symbolic  steps  first,  provided  they  are  followed  by  scripted  Iranian 
moves  in  a  time  frame  clearly  relevant  to  the  initial  action. 

Recommendation  3:  Reduce  the  Probability  of  War  -  Reverse  US  Economic  Stagnation 

The  third  recommendation  is  grounded  in  the  basis  that  any  degree  of 
improvement  in  the  US  economic  concurrently  reduces  the  risk  of  war  with  Iran.  The 
higher  the  degree  of  reversal  in  stagnation,  the  more  significant  the  impact  on  the 
constraints  of  limiting  US  action  towards  Iran  would  be.  The  opposite  logic  also  applies, 
if  economic  decline  accelerates,  the  acceptance  of  a  decision  to  attack  Iran  before  it 
could  exploit  that  advantage  increases. 

Understanding  this  is  a  complex  and  emotionally  charged  issue,  the  facts  remain 
that  if  the  United  States  wants  to  continue  to  remain  in  a  position  of  advantage  in  the 
region  and  benefit  from  that  position  it  must  improve  its  economic  situation.  The 
recommendation  here  is  that  senior  US  military  leaders,  specifically  the  Joint  Chiefs, 
begin  to  echo  the  Chairman's  call  for  the  economic  situation  to  be  seen  in  the  context  of 
national  security  and  address  it  with  the  seriousness  of  that  context. 

Recommendation  4:  Retaining  Regional  Advantage  -  Containment  and  Reassurance 

Until  Iran's  intentions  are  revealed  regarding  how  they  would  act  towards 
normalization  and  conflict  termination,  the  United  States  should  continue  to  pressure  the 
regime  by  pursuing  international  containment  through  sanctions  and  embargoes.  Just 
as  no  conditions  means  that  Iran  does  not  have  to  pay  to  sit  at  the  table,  a  meeting 
does  not  demonstrate  the  actions  required  to  change  the  mind  of  the  US  population  and 
the  international  community.  Accompanying  an  offer  to  normalize  relationships  should 
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be  a  clear  offer  of  real  reassurances  if  Iran  chose  to  enter  into  a  process  of 
normalization. 

There  is  clearly  room  to  do  much  more  to  tighten  the  economic  noose  around 
Iran  and  sharpen  the  choices  the  Iranian  leadership  must  make.  If  chosen,  this  must  be 
done  in  such  a  way  and  accompanied  with  reassurances  that  convince  Iranian  leaders 
that  we  do  not  seek  their  humiliation.  Pressure  that  humiliates,  meaning  admission  of 
defeat,  is  likely  to  make  it  easier  for  hard-liners  to  argue  that  giving  in  to  it  will  eventually 
lead  to  regime  change.179  President  Ahmadinejad  appeared  to  make  this  very  point  in 
responding  to  his  critics  on  why  Iran  should  not  take  one  step  back  in  our  confrontation 
with  the  arrogant  powers  regarding  our  nuclear  program,  we  would  have  to  keep  taking 
more  and  more  steps  back  till  the  very  end."180 

If  US  allies  believe  that  it  has  not  explored  all  diplomatic  options,  the  United 
States  should  be  prepared  to  undertake  a  serious  effort  of  joint  diplomacy.  And,  at  least 
theoretically,  there  should  be  a  community  of  interest.  The  European  states  will  be  the 
first  victims  of  the  spread  of  Islamic  fundamentalism  and  of  Iranian  medium-range 
missiles.  As  a  nuclear  power,  Iran  will  in  the  long  run  prove  far  more  threatening  to 
Europe  and  Russia  than  to  the  United  States.181 

Recommendation  5:  Communicating  the  Cost  of  a  Nuclear  Weapon  -  Deterrent 

The  basic  objective  of  deterrence  towards  Iran  should  be  to  prevent  it  from 
developing  nuclear  weapons  and  to  alter  its  destabilizing  policies  in  the  region.  In  the 
aftermath  of  the  US  National  Intelligence  Estimate's  failure  to  identify  Iran's  continued 
uranium  enrichment,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  United  States  has  the  means  and 
leverage  to  alter  its  behavior.  Yet,  to  date,  Iran's  vulnerabilities  have  not  been 
threatened  in  such  a  way  that  has  caused  great  concern  either. 
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Iran's  vulnerability  manifests  itself  in  the  fact  that  its  oil  output  is  declining  at  a 
time  when  its  domestic  consumption  is  rapidly  increasing.  At  present,  Iran  is  falling  more 
than  300,000  barrels  per  day  below  its  OPEC  export  quota  because  it  simply  cannot 
meet  it.  When  one  considers  that  Iran  derives  75  percent  of  its  export  income  from  its 
sale  of  oil,  and  those  revenues  provide  at  least  75  percent  of  the  government's  total 
revenues,  it  is  not  hard  to  see  the  potential.  "Oil  is  as  important  as  the  nuclear  issue;  it 
will  affect  the  very  survival  of  the  regime." 182  Outside  of  the  already  imposed  sanctions 
effecting  oil  income,  the  recommendation  is  that  the  United  States  should  clearly  state 
that  Iranian  oil  infrastructure  will  be  targeted  in  the  calculus  of  Iran's  behavior. 

At  the  first  indication  that  verifies  Iranian  behavior  that  is  not  favorable  to 
normalization,  oil  infrastructure  should  be  destroyed  in  addition  to  strikes  on  nuclear 
research  facilities.  It  is  unclear  if  this  will  produce  a  change  in  Iran's  behavior.  What  is 
clear  is  that  there  is  an  opportunity  to  take  advantage  of  an  Iranian  decline  in  economic 
power  in  addition  to  attacking  the  potential  power  posed  by  a  nuclear  weapon. 

Until  Iran's  behaviors  can  be  evaluated  or  the  timeline  to  war  extended,  the 
success  of  containment  and  reassurances  is  greatly  enhanced  if  the  reduction  in  military 
forces  in  the  region  is  temporarily  stalled  or  reverse.  The  second  part  of  the 
recommendation  is  that  the  United  States  must  maintain  a  force  structure  in  the  region 
to  provide  credibility  to  diplomatic  dialog.  This  would  reassure  partners  and  allies  that 
the  United  States  was  still  a  leader  in  the  region  and  that  any  action  against  Iran  should 
take  place  in  the  context  of  that  leadership.  The  United  States  should  seek  to  change 
the  variable  of  the  2014  withdrawal  date  and  thereby  change  the  nature  of  the 
constraints  that  a  smaller  force  imposes. 
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The  final  part  of  the  recommendation  is  that  the  strategic  orientation  of  US 
regional  force  posture  should  reflect  the  impending  threat  imposed  by  a  shift  in  regional 
power.  The  United  States'  goals  and  objectives  for  the  region  should  reflect  the  threat  of 
Iran  and  not  just  the  critical  but  not  vital  interest  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan.  To  do  this  the 
United  States  should  rework  status  of  forces  agreements  with  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  to 
reflect  this  priority  and  adjust  force  levels  that  mitigate  the  risk  of  a  hasty  decline  and  the 
high  probability  of  an  Iranian  challenge. 


Contributory  Factors - 

Variables: 

•  The  US  currently  in  a  position  of  advantage  in  the 
Middle  East. 


->  Policy  Choices 
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•  Advantage  should  start  decreasing  in  2014. 

•  US  decline  in  the  Middle  East  is  seen  as  'certain' 
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Figure  4:  Policy  of  Normalization. 

Conclusion 

In  combination,  these  recommendations  end  the  image  of  Iran  as  a  victim  of  US 
aggression.  It  also  does  not  leave  the  impression  that  America  has  caved  in  and 
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effectively  given  up  as  talks  begin.  More  importantly  it  does  not  convey  the  message 
that  negotiations  can  provide  a  legitimate  umbrella  under  which  nuclear  weapons  can 
be  pursued. 

There  are  few  nations  in  the  world  with  which  the  United  States  has  less  reason 
to  quarrel  or  more  compatible  interest  than  Iran.  Although  dominated  by  conflict,  the  US- 
Iranian  history  also  possesses  events  that  symbolize  the  friendship  between  the  two 
countries.  These  events  and  the  opportunities  they  present  are  not  dependent  on  one  or 
two  personalities.  Foreign  Policy  will  eventually  come  down  to  making  choices  in 
relation  to  this  opportunity.183 

Sometimes  even  the  best  efforts  at  statecraft  do  not  work,  and  that  may  be  the 
case  with  Iran.  But  before  we  can  come  to  that  conclusion,  it  is  time  to  try  a  serious 
approach  to  policy  development  that  neither  rejects  diplomacy  nor  acquiesces  to  the 
Iranians.  Only  by  recognizing  the  current  trajectory  of  conflict  and  formalizing  efforts  to 
stop  it,  can  a  consistent  strategic  architecture  be  constructed  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  a 
cooperative  relationship  between  Iran  and  the  United  States.184 


Endnotes 


1  Matthew  Levitt,  "Financial  Sanctions,"  in  The  Iran  Primer:  Power,  Politics  and  U.S.  Policy, 
United  States  Institute  of  Peace,  ed.  Robin  Wright  (Washington:  USIP  Press,  2010),  3-6. 

2  Mark  Landler  and  David  E.  Sanger,  "U.S.  to  Accept  Iran’s  Proposal  to  Hold  Face-to-Face 
Talks,"  The  New  York  Times,  September  1 1 , 2009,  Politics  Section,  East  Coast  edition. 

3  Heba  Saleh  in  Cairo  and  Roula  Khalaf,  "Gates  Pessimistic  on  Teran  accord,"  Financial 
Times,  May  5,  2009;  Benny  Avni,  "'Engagement':  Strike  One,"  Hudson  Institute  Press,  March  9, 
2009;  Nathan  Guttman, "Israel  Watches  Carefully  As  US  Engages  Iran,"  The  Jewish  Daily 
Forward,  February  25,  2009.  The  policy  was  in  doubt  before  it  was  implemented.  Both  the 
Secretary  of  State  and  The  Defense  Secretary  expressed  skepticism  that  the  new  policy  would 
not  change  Iran’s  behavior.  Dennis  Ross,  who  was  named  in  February  2009  as  an  adviser  to 
Secretary  Clinton  and  then  assigned  to  a  similar  capacity  in  the  White  House  in  June  2009, 
believed  that  the  United  States  and  its  partners  need  to  present  Iran  with  clear  incentives  and 


61 


punishments  if  Iran  continued  to  refuse  cooperation.  Choices  for  the  21st  Century  Education 
Program,  "The  U.S.  and  Iran:  Confronting  Policy  Alternatives,"  Watson  Institute  for  International 
Studies,  Brown  University,  2010. 

4  U.S.  President  Barack  Obama,  "Nowruz  Message  by  President  Obama,  2009,"  WAV 
(White  House  Press  Office,  March  19,  2009). 

5  Ibid. 

6  Elizabeth  Palmer,  "Iran  Protest  Ends  In  Deaths,"  WAV,  (CBS  News,  June  16,  2009). 

7  U.S.  President  Barack  Obama,  "Nowruz  Message  by  President  Obama,  2010,"  WAV, 
(White  House  Press  Office,  March  20,  2010). 

8  Simon  Tisdall,  "Iran  Could  Spring  A  Nasty  Surprise,"  The  Guardian,  July  14,  2010. 

9  David  E.  Sanger  and  Thom  Shanker,  "Gates  Says  US  Lacks  a  Policy  to  Thwart  Iran,"  The 
New  York  Times,  April  17,  2010  Politics  Section,  East  Coast  Edition. 

10  Anonymous  protestor,  "Protestor's  reaction  to  US  refusal  to  assist  Iranian  pro-democracy 
movement,"  interview  by  Laura  Secor,  Free  Iran  Project,  April  19,  2010, 
http://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=ckGMvtxkw  (accessed  on  22  October,  2010).  Identity 
withheld  for  the  person's  safety.  A  Persian  proverb  states;  "A  drowning  man  is  not  troubled  by 
rain...";  Anonymous,  Persian  Proverbs  and  Old  Persian  Sayings,  http://www.special- 
dictionary.com/proverbs/keywords/troubled/2.htm  (accessed  on  January  19,  2011). 

11  Pierson,  Politics  in  Time:  History,  Institutions,  and  Social  Analysis,  21. 

12  Ibid.,  5. 

13  Ibid.,  165. 

14  Nihat  AN  Ozcan  and  OzgurOzdamar,  "Iran's  Nuclear  Program  and  the  Future  of  US- 
Iranian  Relations,"  Middle  East  Policy.  Vol  XVII,  Number  4,  (Winter  2010),  5. 

15  Ibid.,  165-166;  Examples  of  poor  strategy  recommendations  -  military  options  and  foreign 
policy  -  are  highlighted  throughout  this  book,  see  Bob  Woodward,  Obama's  Wars  (New  York: 
Simon  &  Schuster,  2010). 

16  Sidney  Tarrow,  Power  in  Movement  (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  1998),  52. 

17  Pierson,  Politics  in  Time:  History,  Institutions,  and  Social  Analysis,  5. 

18  Maraget  Levi,  "A  Model,  a  Method,  and  a  Map:  Rational  choice  in  Comparative  and 
Historical  Analysis,"  in  Comparative  Politics:  Rationality,  Culture  and  Structure,  eds.,  Mark  I 
Lichbach  and  Alan  S.  Zuckerman,  (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  1997),  19-41. 

19  Jacob  Hacker,  The  Divided  Welfare  State:  Battle  over  Public  and  Private  Social  Benefits 
in  the  United  States  (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  2002),  54. 

20  Pierson,  Politics  in  Time:  History,  Institutions,  and  Social  Analysis,  135. 


62 


21  G.  John  Ikenberry,  "Illusions  of  Empire:  Defining  the  New  American  Order,"  review  of  The 
Origins  of  Major  Wars,  by  Dale  C.  Copeland,  Foreign  Affairs,  March/  April  2001 , 
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59727/g-john-ikenberry/illusions-of-empire-defining-the- 
new-american-order?page=show  (accessed  December  22,  2010). 

22  Ibid. 

23  For  the  sake  of  narrowing  the  scope  of  this  research,  a  major  regional  war  in  this  scenario 
is  a  war  that  is  characterized  by  three  attributes  that  are  common  in  wars  fought  by  the  United 
States  since  the  decade  began:  the  United  States  will  be  rivaled  against  a  regional  power  of 
some  significance;  the  war  will  be  an  all-out  conflict  fought  at  the  highest  level  of  intensity  only 
for  the  regional  power  -  not  the  United  States;  and  that  the  war  will  contain  a  strong  possibility 
that  the  regime  of  the  regional  power  could  be  eliminated.  In  this  case,  the  future  war  in  this 
case  study  will  be  for  the  survival  of  the  Iranian  regime  and  considered  a  limited  regional  conflict 
for  the  United  States. 

24  All  states  in  history  have  had  to  worry  about  their  power  positions  relative  to  others.  For 
classical  realism,  balances  of  power  deter  aggression,  and  wars  are  likely  when  one  state 
possesses  most  of  the  power.  Flegemonic  stability  theory  rejects  this.  Equality  between  states  is 
dangerous,  since  rising  and  near  equal  states  will  attack  to  gain  status  and  benefits.  This 
framework  seeks  to  overcome  the  weaknesses  of  these  theories  by  synthesizing  their  strengths 
into  what  Copeland  calls  dynamic  differential  theory,  see  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  War 
(Cornell  Studies  in  Security  Affairs,  2000),  4 

25  Ibid. ,16. 

26  Adapted  from  Copeland's  figure  5  "Causal  Logic  of  War  -  the  Model,"  see  Copeland,  The 
Origins  of  Major  War,  39; 

27  Ibid.,  37. 

28  David  Barsamian,  Noam  Chomsky,  Ervand  Abrahamian,  Nahid  Mozaffari,  Targeting  Iran 
(San  Francisco:  City  lights  Bookstore),  92  and  109. 

29  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  15. 

30  Gerald  F.  Seib,  "U.S.  T ries  to  Buy  Time  for  Its  Iran  Strategy,"  Wall  Street  Journal,  April 
23,  2010  Politics  Section;  Judith  S.  Yaphe,  Reassessing  the  Implications  of  a  Nuclear-Armed 
Iran,  McNair  Paper  69,  Institute  for  National  Strategic  Studies,  (Washington:  National  Defense 
University,  2005),  xii. 

31  Pierson,  Politics  in  Time:  History,  Institutions,  and  Social  Analysis,  IT. 

32  Ibid,  52. 

33  David  Keen,  "War  and  Peace:  What's  the  Difference?"  in  Managing  Armed  Conflicts  in 
the  21st  Century,  eds.,  Adekeye  Adebajo  and  Chandra  Sriam  (London:  Frank  Class  Publishers, 
2001),  1-22. 


63 


34  Peter  Paret,  Clausewitz  and  the  State:  The  Man,  his  Theories,  and  His  Times  (Princeton: 
Princeton  University  Press,  1985),  378. 

35  In  an  interview,  Jahangir  Amuzegran,  Finance  Minister  in  Iran's  pre-1979  government 
identified  an  unrecognized  state  of  war  as  the  main  obstacle  to  the  resumption  of  relations 
between  the  Iran  and  the  United  States.  "It  has  happened  gradually  over  time,  like  a  seed 
turning  into  a  tree  or  a  liquid  into  a  gas...  we  see  how  it  is  in  the  beginning  and  the  end...  but 
when  it  is  in  transition  slowly...  it  is  hard  to  see  the  condition  as  it  really  is.  We  expect  war  or 
peace  to  "break  out"  quickly  like  it  has  in  Europe  in  the  past,  this  is  not  the  case  between  the 
United  States  and  Iran.  It  has  happened  over  a  long  period  of  time  and  over  thousands  of  miles 
of  separation.  As  the  two  countries  come  in  close  proximity  of  each  other  the  state  of  war 
intensifies.  The  United  States  Institute  for  Peace  echoed  this  sentiment  in  the  forwarding 
remarks  of  a  symposium  addressing  US-lranian  relations.  "If  an  alien  race  were  to  travel  to 
earth  and  observe  the  state  of  affairs  between  Iran  and  the  United  States  and  then  be 
constrained  to  use  only  one  word  in  the  English  dictionary  to  describe  what  they  saw.  The  one 
word  they  would  chose  is:  "war". 

36  William  M.  Arkin,  "Iran  in  the  Cross-Hairs,"  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientist,  July,  1 995. 

37  Kenneth  W.  Thomas  and  Ralph  H.  Kilmann,  "Thomas-Kilmann  Conflict  Mode  Instrument 
profile  and  Interpretive  Report, "CCP,  Conflict  Resolution  Systems,  https://www.cpp.com/en/ 
tkiproducts.aspx?pc=142  (accessed  on  October,  15  2010). 

38  Kenneth  Neal  Waltz,  Theory  of  International  Politics,  (New  York:  McGraw-Hill,  Inc,  1979), 
126;  Jason  Kelly,  "Responding  to  Regional  Challengers  in  a  Unipolar  System,"  Greater  China, 
Winter  2007,  http://www.stanford.edu/group/sjeaa/journal71/china.pdf  (accessed  on  November 
13,2010). 

39  Christopher  Layne,  "US  Hegemony  in  a  Unipolar  World:  Here  to  Stay  or  Sic  Transit 
Gloria?,"  review  of  World  out  of  Balance:  International  Relations  and  the  Challenge  of  American 
Primacy,  by  Stephen  G.  Brooks  and  William  C.  Wohlforth,  International  Studies  Review,  (2009), 
784-787. 

40  Kelly,  "Responding  to  Regional  Challengers  in  a  Unipolar  System,"  30. 

41  Paul  F.  Diehl,  The  Politics  of  Global  Governance:  International  Organizations  in  an 
Interdependent  World,  (Lynne  Reinner  Publishers,  1997),  4;  J.  David  Singer,  The  Correlates  of 
War  Project,  University  of  Michigan,  http://correlatesofwar.org/  (accessed  on  October,  2  20101); 
J.  Michael  Greig  and  Andrew  J.  Enterline,  "National  Material  Capabilities  Data  Documentation, 
Version  4.0,"  Correlates  of  War  Project,  June  2010.  The  Correlates  of  War  Project  is  the  key 
quantitative  input  to  this  research.  The  Correlates  of  War  project  is  an  academic  study  of  the 
history  of  warfare.  It  was  started  in  1963  at  the  University  of  Michigan  by  political  scientist  J. 
David  Singer.  Concerned  with  collecting  data  about  the  history  of  wars  and  conflict  among 
states,  the  project  has  driven  forward  quantitative  research  into  the  causes  of  warfare.  The 
Correlates  of  War  project  seeks  to  facilitate  the  collection,  dissemination,  and  use  of  accurate 
and  reliable  quantitative  data  in  international  relations.  From  the  2010  Data,  The  Correlates  of 
War  uses  a  systemic  concentration  of  power  formula  to  calculate  the  polarity  of  a  given  great 
power  system  or  regional  system. 

For  the  purposes  of  citation  38  Regional  Balance  of  Power  Statements: 


64 


Global:  0.47  -  Unipolar 

Europe:  0.2  -  Multilateral 

South  America:  0.15  -  Multilateral 

Asia:  0.3  -  Multilateral  /  trends  is  toward  Bipolar  (India  &  China):  Multilateral 

Middle  East:  Current:  0.6  -  Unipolar  trend  indicates  bipolar  in  the  future 

42  Copeland,  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  15. 

43  Ibid.,  16. 

44  Ibid.,  19. 

45  Pierson,  Politics  in  Time,  6. 

46  "Oil  Squeeze,"  Time  Magazine,  in  the  Time  Magazine  Archives,  February  5,  1979,  22. 
http://www.time.eom/time/magazine/articie/0, 91 71 ,946222, 00. html  (accessed  on  October  10, 
2010). 

47  Copeland,  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  42. 

48  Pamela  Jawad,  "The  Conflict  Panorama  of  the  Middle  East  and  Maghreb,"  in:  Conflict  In 
Focus,  Nr.  16,  2006,  Special  thanks  to  the  staff  of  Heidelberger  Institut  fur  Internationale 
Konfliktforschung  e.V.,  for  their  translation  and  patience. 

49  Stephen  Kinzer,  All  the  Shah's  Men:  An  American  Coup  and  the  Roots  of  Middle  East 
Terror  (New  York:  John  Wiley  and  Sons,  2003)  120,  206-7;  U.S.  Department  of  State, 
Memorandum  of  Discussion  at  the  135th  Meeting  of  the  National  Security  Council,  Washington, 
March  4,  1953,  Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States,  1952-1954,  Volume  X,  Iran,  1951-1954 
(Washington,  DC:  US  Government  Printing  Office,  1989),  699. 

50  Kinzer,  All  the  Shah's  Men:  An  American  Coup  and  the  Roots  of  Middle  East  Terror,  1 21 . 

51  U.S.  Secretary  of  State  Madeleine  K.  Albright,  "Press  Briefing  on  American-lranian 
Relations,"  Remarks  released  by  the  Office  of  the  Spokesman  US  Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.C,  March  17,  2000. 

52  The  Correlates  of  War  entry  data  for  1979:  Middle  East:  Current:  0.35  -  Bipolar  Iran  -  Iraq 

53  "Timeline:  US-lran  Ties,"  BBC.co.uk,  January  16.  2009,  http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/ 
middle_east/3362443.stm  (accessed  on  October  1, 2010). 

54  Joyce  Battle,  Shaking  Hands  with  Saddam  Hussein:  The  US  Tilts  toward  Iraq,  1980- 
1984,  ed.  Joyce  Battle,  in  the  National  Security  Archive  Electronic  Briefing  Book  No.  82, 
February  25,  2003. 

55  Fawn  Flail,  "Iran-Contra  Plearings,  Day  19,  Part  8:  Fawn  Flail  Testimony  with  Dick 
Cheney,"  Congressional  Record  (June  9,  1987);  Joel  Bleifuss,  "Saddam's  Flidden  History," 


65 


These  Times  Magazine,  January,  2004,  4;  Robert  Parry,  "The  USA  in  Bed  with  Saddam: 
Missing  US-lraq  History,"  Materials  for  the  Indictment  of  Saddam's  Accomplices,  January  2004, 
4. 


56U.S.  Secretary  of  State  Alexander  M.  Haig,  Jr.,  "De-designation  of  Iraq  as  Supporter  of 
International  Terrorism,"  Department  of  State  Cable  from  Alexander  M.  Haig,  Jr.  to  the  United 
States  Interests  Section  in  Iraq,  Washington,  DC,  February  27,  1982;  The  State  Department 
provides  press  guidance  to  regional  missions  regarding  removal  of  Iraq  from  its  list  of  countries 
that  support  international  terrorism.  The  guidance  says  that  the  decision  has  no  implications  for 
U.S.  policy  toward  the  Iran-lraq  war.  Source:  Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
for  the  purposes  of  this  research ;  U.S.  President  Ronald  W.  Regan,  "U.S.  Strategy  for  the  Near 
East  and  Southwest  Asia,"  National  Security  Study  Directive  (NSSD  4-82)  from  Ronald  W. 
Reagan.  March  19,  1982;  President  Reagan  calls  for  a  review  of  policy  for  the  Middle  East  and 
South  Asia,  to  prepare  for  decisions  regarding  procurement,  arms  transfers,  and  intelligence 
planning.  Revised  guidelines  are  needed  because  of  regional  diplomatic  and  global  oil  market 
developments.  Source:  Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 

57  Chalmers  Johnson,  The  Sorrows  of  Empire:  Militarism,  Secrecy,  and  the  End  of  the 
Republic  (New  York:  Henry  Holt  and  Company,  2004),  244. 

58  William  L.  Eagleton,  Jr.,  "Helicopters  and  Airplanes  for  Iraqi  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and 
Agrarian  Reform,"  United  States  Interests  Section  in  Iraq  Cable  from  William  L.  Eagleton,  Jr.  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  Washington,  DC,  September  20,  1982;  Source:  Declassified 
under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  United  States  Secretary  of  State  George  P.  Shultz, 
"Secretary's  May  10  Meeting  with  Iraqi  Foreign  Minister  Tariq  Aziz,"  Department  of  State,  Office 
of  the  Secretary  Delegation  Cable  from  George  P.  Shultz  to  the  Department  of  State.  Baghdad, 
Iraq  May  11,1 983;  Source:  Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 

59  Jonathan  T.  Howe,  "Iran-lraq  War:  Analysis  of  Possible  U.S.  Shift  from  Position  of  Strict 
Neutrality,"  Department  of  State,  Bureau  of  Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs  Information 
Memorandum  from  Jonathan  T.  Howe  to  Lawrence  S.  Eagleburger,  Washington,  DC,  October 
7,  1983;  Discusses  the  feasibility  of  a  U.S.  "tilt"  toward  Iraq  in  the  Iran-lraq  war  and  related 
practical  concerns.  The  analysis  notes  that  the  U.S.  "policy  of  strict  neutrality  has  already  been 
modified,  except  for  arms  sales,  since  Iran's  forces  crossed  into  Iraq  in  the  summer  of  1982. 

(We  assume  that  other  actions  not  discussed  here,  such  as  providing  tactical  intelligence,  would 
continue  as  necessary.)"  Source:  Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 

60  Chalmers  Johnson,  The  Sorrows  of  Empire,  (New  York:  Henry  Holt  and  Company,  2004), 
224;  Jonathan  T.  Howe,  "Iraq  Use  of  Chemical  Weapons,"  Department  of  State,  Bureau  of 
Politico-Military  Affairs  Information  Memorandum  from  Jonathan  T.  Howe  to  George  P.  Shultz, 
Washington,  DC,  November  1,  1983;  Officials  from  the  State  Department's  Bureau  of  Politico- 
Military  Affairs  tell  Secretary  Shultz  that  the  department  has  additional  information  confirming 
Iraq's  "almost  daily"  use  of  chemical  weapons.  They  note,  "We  also  know  that  Iraq  has  acquired 
a  CW  production  capability,  presumably  from  Western  firms,  including  possibly  a  U.S.  foreign 
subsidiary."  The  issue  is  to  be  added  to  the  agenda  for  an  upcoming  National  Security  Council 
meeting,  at  which  measures  to  assist  Iraq  are  to  be  considered.  The  officials  note  that  a 
response  is  important  in  order  to  maintain  the  credibility  of  U.S.  policy  on  chemical  warfare. 
Source:  Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 


66 


61  Howard  Teicher,  "Declaration  of  Howard  Teicher,"  United  States  of  America, 

Plaintiff,  V.  Carlos  Cardoen,  Franco  Safta,  Jorge  Burr,  Industrias  Cardoes  Limitada,  A/K/A  Incar, 
Swissco  Management  Group,  Inc.,  Edward  A.  Johnson,  Ronald  W.  Griffin,  And  Teledyne 
Industries,  Inc.,  D/B/A/,  Teledyne  Wah  Chang  Albany,  Defendants  (January  31,  1995)  (Case 
No.  93-241 -CR-HIGHSMITH).  Source:  Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 


63  Troy  Patterson,  "Leaked  Report  Says  German  and  US  Firms  Supplied  Arms  to  Saddam, 
The  Independent,  December  18,  2002;  According  to  German  daily  newspaper  Die  Tageszeitung 
and  other  sources  which  have  reported  to  have  seen  an  uncensored  copy  of  Iraq's  1 1,000-page 
declaration  to  the  UN  Security  Council  in  2002. 

64  US  Secretary  of  State  George  P.  Shultz,  "U.N.  Human  Rights  Commission:  Item  12: 
Iranian  Resolution  on  Use  of  Chemical  Weapons  by  Iraq,"  Department  of  State  Cable  from 
George  P.  Shultz  to  the  Mission  to  the  European  Office  of  the  United  Nations  and  Other 
International  Organizations,  Washington,  DC,  March  14,  1984.  The  State  Department  instructs 
the  U.S.  delegate  to  the  United  Nations  to  get  the  support  of  other  Western  missions  for  a 
motion  of  "no  decision"  regarding  Iran's  draft  resolution  condemning  Iraq's  use  of  chemical 
weapons.  Failing  that,  the  U.S.  is  to  abstain  on  the  resolution.  The  U.S.  is  to  emphasize  points 
made  in  a  recent  State  Department  press  conference,  including  the  assertion  that  "The  USG 
evenhandedly  condemns  the  prohibited  use  of  chemical  weapons  whenever  it  occurs."  Source: 
Declassified  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 

65  Jeffery  R,  Smith,  "Dozens  of  US  Items  Used  in  Iraq  Arms;  Exports  Often  Approved 
Despite  Warnings  From  Pentagon,  Anatomy  of  A  Deal,"  Washington  Post,  Politics  Section,  July 
22,  1992.  This  was  also  documented  in  detail  in  an  investigation  conducted  by  House  Banking 
Committee  Chairman  Henry  B.  Gonzalez. 

66  John  Tower,  Edmund  Muskie,  and  Brent  Scowcroft,  The  Tower  Commission  Report  (New 
York:  Random  House,  February  1987),  3;  Robert  Fisk,  The  Great  War  for  Civilization,  (New 
York:  Knopf,  2005),  179  -  217;  Kenneth  Kitts,  Chapter  5,  "The  Politics  of  Scandal:  The  Tower 
Commission  and  Iran-Contra,"  Presidential  Commissions  and  National  Security,  (Boulder: 

Lynne  Rienner,  2006),  1-10.  The  Americans,  British,  and  Germans  each  provided  components 
of  Iraq's  chemical  weapons  program  According  to  retired  Army  Colonel  W.  Patrick  Lang,  senior 
defense  intelligence  officer  for  the  United  States  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  at  the  time,  "the 
use  of  gas  on  the  battlefield  by  the  Iraqis  was  of  no  strategic  significance." 

67  Noam  Chomsky,  Rogue  States:  The  Rule  of  Force  in  the  World  Affairs  (Cambridge: 

South  End  Press,  2000),  28. 

68  Michael  C.  Potter,  Electronic  Greyhounds  (Providence:  Naval  Institute  Press,  1995),  131, 
224;  Global  Security,  "Operation  Praying  Mantis,"  http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ 
ops/praying_mantis.htm  (Accessed  on  13  December  2010); 

69  Lee  Allen  Zatarain,  Tanker  War:  America's  First  Conflict  with  Iran,  1987  -  1988 
(Havertown:  Casemate,  2008),  1-10. 

70  Craig  L.  Symonds,  Decision  at  Sea:  Five  Naval  Battles  that  Shaped  American  History 
(Oxford;  Oxford  university  Press,  2005),  266. 


67 


71  AN  M.  Ansari,  Confronting  Iran:  The  Failure  of  American  Foreign  Policy  and  the  Next 
Great  Crisis  in  the  Middle  East  (New  York:  Pereus  Book  Group,  2006),  114. 

72  William  J.  Crowe,  Jr.,  "The  USS  Vincennes:  Public  War,  Secret  War, "  interviewed  by  Ted 
Koppel,  ABC's  Nightline,  July  1 ,  1992. 

73  Khondakar  Golam  Mowla,  The  Judgment  Against  Imperialism,  Fascism  and  Racism 
Against  the  Caliphat  and  Islam:  Volume  1  (Bloomington:  Author  Plouse,2008),  166. 

74  Anthony  H.  Cordsman,  Iran's  Developing  Military  Capabilities  (Washington:CSIS,2004), 
87. 


75  Bob  Woodward,  The  Commanders  (New  York:  Touchstone,  1991),  207;  Scott 
Christianson ,  Fatal  Airs:  The  Deadly  Flistory  and  Apocalyptic  Future  of  Lethal  Gases  that 
Threaten  Our  World  ( Santa  Barbara:  Prager,  2010),  112. 

76  Joost  R.  Pliltermann,  A  Poisonous  Affair:  America,  Iraq  and  the  Gassing  of  Hal abj a 
(Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  2007),  1 1 . 

77  US  President  George  Herbert  Walker  Bush,  "National  Security  Directive  26,"  The  White 
House,  Washington,  DC,  October  2,  1888,  Profiles  of  US  Presidents 
http://www.presidentprofiles.com/Kennedy-Bush/George-Bush-The-persian-gulf-war.html 
(accessed  on  January  13,  2011). 

78  Arshin  Adib-Moghaddam,  The  International  Politics  of  the  Persian  Gulf:  A  Cultural 
Genealogy  (New  York:  Routledge),  55. 

79Shafaat  Ahmed,  "Iran-US  Relations:  The  Early  Years,"  The  Daily  Star,  October  27,  2007. 

80  David  Rothkopf,  Flunning  the  World:  The  Inside  Story  of  the  National  Security  Council 
and  the  Architects  of  American  Power  (New  York:  Public  Affairs,  2005),  2. 

81  US  President  George  Herbert  Walker  Bush,  "President's  Speech  to  Congress," 
Washington,  DC,  March  6,  1991. 

82  Rothkopf,  Flunning  the  World:  The  Inside  Story  of  the  National  Security  Council  and  the 
Architects  of  American  Power,  2. 

83  George  Lenczowski,  ,  “Iran:  The  Big  Debate,”  Middle  East  Policy,  Vol.  Ill,  No.  2,  (1994), 
52;  Anthony  Lake,  “Confronting  Backlash  States,”  Foreign  Affairs,  Vol.  73,  No.  2,  (March/April 
1994),  45;  Indyk,  Martin,  et  al,  “Symposium  on  Dual  Containment:  US  Policy  Toward  Iran  and 
Iraq,”  Middle  East  Policy,  Vol.  Ill,  No.  1,(1994),  1. 

84  Arie  Stav,  “Mideast  Arms  Race:  Reaching  Critical  Mass,”  Global  Affairs,  Vol.  VIII,  No.  3, 
(Summer  1993),  60. 

85  Jay  Soloman,  "US  Reacts  to  Fear  of  Iran's  Rising  Clout,"  The  Wall  Street  Journal,  March 
22,  201 1 ;  Robert  Bryce,  "Iran  Rising,"  in  Counterpunch,  ed.  Alexander  Cockburn  and  Jeffery  St. 
Clair,  (July  18,  2008),  1-15. 


68 


86  J.  Michael  Greig  and  Andrew  J.  Enterline,  "National  Material  Capabilities  Data 
Documentation,  Version  4.0,"  Correlates  of  War  Project,  2010  Data  Update ,  201 1 ;  Correlates  of 
War  results  in  balance  of  power  indicators  have  the  Middle  East  changing  from  US  unipolar:  0.5 
to  Regional  bipolar:  0.43. 

87  Bayram  Sinkaya,  "Security  of  Iran  under  Ahmadinejad,"  Turkishweekly,  2006;  Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad, "  In  a  speech  broadcast  on  state  television,  broadcast  by  Iranian  State  Television, 
February  23,  2006. 

88  Hosein  Salami,  "Hosein  Salami  Interview  by  Iranian  State  Television,"  video,  January  26, 
2005  www.memritytv.org/transcripts  (accessed  on  February,  15,  2011). 

89  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  Flouse  of  Commons,  Great  Britain,  "Global  Security:  Iran,  fifth 
report  of  session  2007-2008,"  (London:  The  Parliamentary  BookShop,  2008),  128;  Asghar 
Sediqzadeh,  "Iran  sets  2020  target  for  nuclear  fusion  reactor,"  interviewed  by  Associated  Press, 
August  30,  2010.  Reporters  name  was  withheld  for  security  reasons. 

90  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  20. 

91  Ibid,  38. 

92  Ibid.;  Iranian  State  Television.  "US  Power  in  Decline  in  Middle  East  and  North  Africa," 
PressTV,  12  Febuary,  2011,  http://www.presstv.ir/detail/169489.html  (accessed  12  February, 
2011). 

93  US  Department  of  Commerce,  "US  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  Announcement 
Gross  Domestic  Product:  Second  Quarter  2010  (Third  Estimate),"  ed.  Lisa  S.  Mataloni  and 
Andrew  Plodge,  September  201 0. 

94  Robert  Gilpin,  War  and  Change  in  World  Politics  (Cambridge:  Cambridge  University 
Press,  1981)  12;  Paul  Kennedy,  The  Pise  and  Fall  of  the  Great  Powers  (Oxford:  Oxford 
University  Press  1994),  3;  Michael  Mann,  The  Pise  and  Decline  of  the  Nation  State  (Oxford: 

Basil  Blackwell,  1990):  Introduction;  David  A.  Welch,  "The  Organizational  Process  and  Politics 
Paradigm,"  International  Security,  No.  17  (fall  1992),  112-46. 

95  Michael  Mann,  The  Pise  and  Decline  of  the  Nation  State,  6;  Matthew  Evangelista, 

"Internal  and  External  Constraints  on  Grand  Strategy:  The  Soviet  Case,"  in  The  Domestic  Bases 
of  Grand  Strategy,  Richard  Rosecrance  and  Arthur  Stein,  eds.  (Ithaca:  Cornell  University  Press, 
1993),  154-178. 

96Qassim  Abdul-Zahra  and  Robert  Burns,  "Officials:  Draft  Accord  on  Troop  Pullback  in 
Iraq,"  USA  Today,  8  August,  2008,  http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2008-08-20- 
3418976217_x.htm  (accessed  17  November,  2010);  Michael  R.  Gordon,  Civilians  to  Take  U.S. 
Lead  as  Military  Leaves  Iraq,"  New  York  Times,  18  August,  2010,  http://www.nytimes.com/2010/ 
08/1 9/world/middleeast/1 9withdrawal.html?_r=2&ref=private_military_companies  (accessed  1 6 
November,  2010);  Gina  Cavallaro,  "Brigade  Plomeland  Tours  Start  Oct  1,"  Army  Times,  30 
September,  2008,  http://www.armytimes.com/news/2008/09/army_homeland_090708w/ 
(accessed  16  November  2010);  Matt  Lakin,  "278th  Gets  Battle-Ready,"  Knoxville  News- 
Sentinel,  8  June,  2008;  Plenry  Cunningham,  "4th  Brigade  Combat  Team  Keeps  Busy,"  The 
Fayette  Observer,  December  31 , 2008;  Veterans  for  America,  "Schedule:  Army  Brigade  Combat 


69 


(BCT)  Deployments  to  Iraq,  2009-2010,"  http://www.veteransforamerica.org/wp-content/ 
uploads/2009/02/vfa-army-bcts-2-27-092.pdf  (accessed  on  20  November,  2010).  4th  Brigade 
Combat  Team,  2nd  Infantry  Division  Web  Site,  "Back  to  Fort  Lewis,  Washington," 
http://en.4th_Brigade_Combat_Team,_2nd_lnfantry_Division_(United_States)  (accessed  on  19 
November,  2010);4th  BCT,  1st  Cav  Division  Web  Site,  "Last  Flight  of  the  2d  BCT  Arrives, "1st 
Cavalry  Division-  Iraq  Drawdown,"  2008,  http://www.first-team.us/tableaux/chapt_24/  (accessed 
on  19  November,  2010);  Lawrence  J.  Korb,  Max  A.  Bergmann,  Sean  E.  Duggan  and  Peter  M. 
Juul,  "Flow  to  Redeploy:  Implementing  a  Responsible  Drawdown  of  U.S.  Forces  from  Iraq," 
Center  for  American  Progress,  September  2007,  http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/ 
2007/08/pdf/redeploy_report.pdf  (accessed  on  19  November  2010);  John  Koopman,  "Marine 
Regiment  Pleads  back  for  5th  Iraq  tour,"  SFGate.com,  27  February,  2008, 
http://articles.sfgate.eom/2008-02-27/news/17142425_1_4th-marine-regiment-marine-corps-3rd- 
battalion  (accessed  on  November  19,  2010);  thedrifter,  "First  Marine  RCT  in  Afghanistan 
concludes  historic  deployment,"  Leatherneck  News  Blog,  comment  posted  on  October  28,  2009, 
http://www. leatherneck.com/forums/showthread. php?t=90607  (accessed  on  19  November 
2010);  US  Department  of  Defense,  "MO-5  Worldwide  Military  Distribution,  Active-Duty  Military 
Personnel  by  Regional  Area  and  By  Country  (309A),"  June  30,  2008; 
http://siadapp.dmdc.osd.mil/personnel/M05/hst0601.pdf  (accessed  on  December  22,  2010). 

97  Amy  Belasco,  "Troop  Levels  in  the  Afgan  and  Iraq  Wars,  FY2001-FY2012:  Cost  and 
Other  Potential  Issues,"  Congressional  Research  Service  (Report  for  Congress-R40682,  July 
2,2009). 

98  US  Department  of  the  Navy  -  Naval  historical  Center,  "War  Chronology:  January  1991 ," 
in  The  United  States  Navy  in  Desert  Shield /  Desert  Storm,  (Naval  Historical  Center,  May  15, 
1991),  a-2.  This  version  of  the  history  was  found  to  be  the  most  complete  when  accounting  for 
the  number  of  all  service  men  and  women  from  each  of  the  five  service  components.  Including 
Coast  Guard. 

99  Defense  Manpower  Data  Center,  "Modified  Stinson  Country  Report,"  (Report  DRS 
1 1 280,  December  2008),  www.dtic.mil/cgi-in/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc 
(accessed  on  December  12,  2010). 

100  The  Joint  Staff,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  “Boots  on  the  Ground,”  (Report  to  Congress: 
December  1 , 2008. 

101  Nouriel  Roubini,  "Top  Economists  Agree  2007  Worst  Financial  Crisis  Since  Great 
Depression"  Roubini  Global  Economics,  February  15,  2009,  http://www.roubini.com/roubini- 
monitor/255564/top_economists_agree_2007_worst_financial_crisis_since_great_depression 
(accessed  on  October  30,  2010);  Jon  Hilsenrath,  Serna  NG  and  Damian  Paletta,  Worst  Crisis 
Since  '30s,  With  No  End  Yet  in  Sight,"  Wall  Street  Journal,  September  1 8,  2008, 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122169431617549947.html  (accessed  on  October  30,  2010); 
David  Pendery,  dir., Three  Top  Economist  Agree  2009  Worst  Financial  Crisis  Since  Great 
Depression;  Risk  Increase  If  Right  Steps  are  not  Taken:  Nouriel  Roubini,  Kenneth  Rogoff,  and 
Nariman  Behraves,  Discussing  Future  of  the  Global  Economy  at  CERAWeek  2009  with  CERA 
Chairman  Daniel  Yergin  mpeg,  (Cambridge  Energy  Research  Associates,  February  27,  2009). 

102  Michael  Cheek,  "Mullen:  National  Debt  is  a  Security  Threat,"  ExecutiveGov.com,  August 
27,  2010,  http://www.executivegov.com/201 0/08/mullen-national-debt-is-a-security-threat/ 
(accessed  on  October  2,  2010). 


70 


103  Jacob  Hacker,  "Economic  Security  at  Risk:  Introducing  the  First  Integrated  Measure  of 
Americans'  Economic  Insecurity,"  New  American  Foundation ,  July  22,  2010, 
http://growth.newamerica.net/events/2010/economic_security_at_risk  (accessed  on  October  2, 
2010). 

104  Stephen  Van  Evera,  A  Guide  to  Methods  for  Students  of  Political  Science,  (Ithaca: 
Cornell  University  Press,  1997)  16. 

105  Jephraim  P.  Gundzik,  “The  US  and  That  ‘Other’  Axis”,  Asia  Times,  9  June  2005, 
http://www.atimes.com/atimes/china/geo9ad08.html.  This  emerging  China-lran-Russia  axis  has 
been  noted  and  dubbed  “that  other  axis”  “Beijing’s  increasingly  close  ties  with  Moscow  and 
Tehran  will  thwart  Washington’s  foreign  policy  goal  of  expanding  U.S.  security  footholds  in  the 
Middle  East,  Central  Asia  and  Asia.” 

106  August  Cole  and  Yochi  J.  Dreazen,  "Pentagon  Pushes  Weapon  Cuts,"  The  Wall  Street 
Journal,  April  7,  2009,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123903026250593091.html  (accessed  on 
February  3,  2011);  Peter  W.  Singer,  "The  Marine  Corps  is  All  Right,"  Armed  Forces  Journal, 
March  4,  2011,  http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2011/0304_marine_corps_singer.aspx 
(accessed  on  4  March  2011);  Kate  Brannen,  "U.S.  Army's  GVC  Delay:  Lesson  Unlearned," 
Defense  News,  August  27,  2010,  http://www.defensenews.com/story.php7h4757536  (accessed 
on  February  3,  2011). 

107  D.  Sunshine  Hillygus  and  Todd  G.  Shields,  "Moral  Issues  and  Voter  Decision  Making  in 
the  2004  Presidential  Election,"  PS:  Political  Science  and  Politics,  (The  American  Political 
Science  Association,  2004)  201 ;  Thomas  Holbrook,  "Campaign  Dynamics  and  the  2004 
Presidential  Election,"  DPSonline,  2004,  http://www.apsanet.org/content_5167.cfm  (accessed 
on  January  8,  2011). 

108  Jeffery  M.  Jones,  "Voters  Rate  Economy  as  Top  Issue  for  2010,"  Gallup,  Inc.,  April  8, 
2010,  http://www.gallup.eom/poll/1 27247/voters-rate-economy-top-issue-201 0.aspx  (accessed 
on  January  19,  2011. 

109  John  Ydstie,  "2008  Election  Issue:  Economy,"  mpeg,  National  Public  Radio,  February  4, 
2008,  http://www.npr.org/news/specials/election2008/issues/economy.html  (accessed  on 
January  8,  2011). 

110  Ewen  MacAskill  and  Haroon  Siddique,  "Bush  memoir:  'We  got  things  wrong  in  Iraq,  but 
the  cause  is  eternal  right,"'  The  Guardian,  November  8,  2010;  Donald  Rumsfeld,  "Donald 
Rumsfeld  Opens  Up  About  Mistakes  in  Iraq,"  interviewed  by  David  Martin,  CBS  Sunday 
Morning,  February  13,  201 1 .  George  W.  Bush,  "Bush  Defends  Iraq  Invasion  in  first  interview 
since  presidency"  interviewed  by  Matt  Lauer,  NBC  News,  November  9,  2010. 

111  Hugh  Shelton,  Ronald  Levinson  and  Malcom  McConnell,  Without  Hesitation,  (New  York, 
St.  Martin's  Press,  2010),  419. 

112  Ibid.,  474 

113  Homa  Katouzian,  The  Persians:  Ancient,  Mediaeval  and  Modern  Iran  (New  Haven:  Yale 
University  Press,  December  15,  2009)  201;  Homa  Katouzain,"Mosaddeq's  Government  in 
Iranian  History  in  Mohammad  Mosaddeq  and  the  1953  Coup  in  Iran  (Modern  Intellectual  and 


71 


Political  History  of  the  Middle  East),  ed.  Mark  J.  Gasiorowski  and  Malcolm  Byrne,  (Syracuse: 
Syracuse  University  Press,  2004),  23. 

114  The  Economist  Editorial,  "Great  Sacrifices,  Small  Rewards,"  The  Economist ,  December 
29,  2010;  Johan  Galtung,  "Johan  Galtung  on  Middle  East  Uprisings  and  the  Decline  of 
American  Empire,"  remarks  made  in  Santa  Cruz,  California,  March  1 , 201 1 . 

115  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  38. 

116  Charles  Krauthammer,  "Decline  is  a  Choice,"  The  Weekly  Standard,  vol  15,  no.  5, 
October  19,  2009; 

117  Vivienne  Walt,  "The  Coalition's  Arab  Allies:  Firm  Support  or  Window  Dressing?"  Time 
Magazine,  March  21 , 201 1 . 

118  Ian  Black  and  Simon  Tisdall,  "Saudi  Arabia  urges  US  Attacks  on  Iran  to  Stop  Nuclear 
Programme,"  The  Guardian,  November  28,  2010. 

119  Li  Qingsi,  "US  Strategy  Threatened  by  Turmoil,"  China  Daily,  March  7,  201 1 . 

120  Peggy  Shapiro,  "Iran:  Doing  Nothing  is  Not  an  Option,"  American  Thinker,  April  23, 

2010. 

121  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  38. 

122  Joseph  McCallion,  Jr.,  "Achieving  Total  War  Goals  with  a  limited  War  Force:  Convincing 
the  Enemy  to  Accept  Defeat,"  School  of  Advanced  Military  Studies,  US  Army  Command  and 
General  Staff  College,  May  26,  2005. 

123  Robert  Jervis,  Richard  Ned  Lebow  and  Janice  Gross  Stein,  Psychology  and  Deterrence 
(Baltimore:  Johns  Hopkins  University  Press,  1985),  53,  87. 

124  Jenifer  Hill,  "Changing  Norms  of  Unilateral  Interventionism,"  TCNJ  Journal  of 
Scholarship,  Volume  XII,  April  2010. 

125  Wayne  Sandholtz  and  Kendall  Stiles,  International  Norms  and  Cycles  of  Change 
(Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  2008)  1-10. 

126  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  38. 

127  Dan  Murphy,  "Repercussions  of  an  Israeli  attack  on  Iran,"  The  Atlantic,  August  12,  2010; 
US  Ambassador  John  Bolton,  "Obama's  Lose-Lose  Iraq  Policy,"  The  Daily  Beast,  April  30,  2010 
http://www.thedailybeast.eom/blogs-and-stories/2010-08-30/obamas-iraq-withdrawal-will- 
strengthen-iran-says-john-bolton/#  (accessed  on  November  12,  2010). 

128  Michael  Ware,  "Inside  Iran's  Secret  War  for  Iraq,"  Time  Magazine,  August  14,  2005. 

129The  Telegraph  World  Desk,  "Timeline:  Major  Developments  in  The  Iraq  Insurgency,"  The 
Telegraph. co. UK  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/1399868/Timeline-Major-developments-in- 
the-lraq-insurgency.html  (accessed  on  September  18,  2010). 


72 


130  Donald  Rumsfeld,  "DOD  Briefing  with  Secretary  Rumsfeld  and  General  Pace,"  U.S. 
Department  of  Defense,  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Public  Affairs),  News 
Transcript,  Washington,  DC,  March  14,  2006;  Michael  Ledeen  and  Thomas  Joscelyn,"  Tony 
Blair:  To  Defeat  Al  Qadea  we  must  also  defeat  Iran,"  Foundation  for  Defense  of  Democracies, 
January  15,  201 1 ;  James  Glanz,  "Evidence  of  Iran-Shiite  arms  link  cited  by  US  -  Africa  &  Middle 
East  -  International  Herald  Tribune,"  The  New  York  Times,  February  11, 2007. 

131  Hassan  Sawadi  Al-Saad,  "Basra  Chef  of  Police  Comments  on  Iranian  Influence," 
interviewed  by  Volkhard  Windfuhr  and  Bernhard  Zand,  Der  Spiegel  Magazine,  Baghdad  Blues 
Section,  August  22,  2005. 

132  US  Department  of  Defense,  "Unclassified  Report  on  Military  Power  of  Iran,"  Section 
1245  of  the  Fiscal  Year  National  Defense  Authorization  Act,  Washington,  DC,  April  2010;  Voice 
of  America  News,  "Coalition  Troops  Kill,  Capture  Iranian  -  Linked  Militants  in  Baghdad," 

Reuters,  (August  13,  2007);  Multi-National  Forces  -  Iraq,  "Iraq  Operations  Kill,  Capture  Dozens 
of  Enemy  Fighter,"  MNF-I  Public  Affairs,  Baghdad,  Iraq,  March  2008. 

133Morteza  Nikoubazl,  "An  Iranian  Qods  Force  Operative  is  Captured  in  Afghanistan,"  War 
News  Updates,  December  23,  2010;  US  Department  of  Defense,  "Unclassified  Report  on 
Military  Power  of  Iran,"  Section  1245  of  the  Fiscal  Year  National  Defense  Authorization  Act,  April 
2010. 

134Abolala  Soudavar,  "Abolala  Soudavar  Plaintiff  -  Appellant,  v.  Islamic  Republic  Of  Iran; 
Sazmane  Gostaresh  Va  Nowsazi-E  Iran,  Defendants  -  Appellees."  On  Appeal  From  The  United 
States  District  Court  For  The  District  Of  Columbia,  Washington,  DC  (Civil  Cause  #:  00-01717, 
2003). 

135  Ray  Odierno,  "DOD  News  Briefing  from  the  Pentagon  with  the  Commanding  General  of 
US  Forces  -  Iraq,"  U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Public  Affairs),  Baghdad,  Iraq,  News  Transcript,  21  July  2010;  Kenneth  Katzman,  "Afghanistan: 
Post-Taliban  Governance,  Security  and  US  Policy,"  Congressional  Research  Service  (Report  - 
RL305588,  February  18,  2011). 

136  Nicola  Clase,  "A  New  US  Strategy  in  Iran,"  Harvard  International  Review,  The  Pulpit, 
February  7,  2009,  http://hir,harvard.edu/a-new-us-strategy-in-iran?page=0,0  (accessed  October 
10,  2010).  Ambassador  Nicola  Clase  is  an  associate  of  the  Program  on  Transatlantic  Relations 
at  the  Weatherhead  Center  for  International  Affairs  at  Harvard  University. 

137  Anonymous,  of  lnSiderlran.org,  "The  Green  Movement  will  continue  to  challenge 
Ahmadinejad,"  Foreign  Policy,  Dispatch,  June  10,  2010,  http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/ 
articles/201 0/06/1 0/the_green_movement_will_continue_to_challenge_ahmadinejad  (accessed 
October  10,  2010).  The  author  is  a  professor  in  Tehran  that  contributes  to  Foreign  Policy 
Magazine.  His  identity  is  hidden  for  his  own  safety. 

138  Katzman,  "Iran:  U.S.  Concerns  and  Policy  Responses,"  3. 

139  Dennis  Ross  and  David  Makovsky,  Myths,  Illusions  and  Peace:  Finding  a  New 
Directions  for  America  in  the  Middle  East  (New  York:  Penguin  Group,  2009)  204. 


73 


140  Henry  Kissinger,  "Kissinger  Threatens  Regime  Change  In  Iran  If  Coup  Fails,"  video, 
BBC,  Newsnight ,  June  19,  2009;  John  Bolton,  "Bolton  On  Regime  Change  in  Iran,"  video,  Fox 
News,  August  6,  2008. 

141  Kly  "Senator  Jon  Kyi  on  Regime  Change  in  Iran,"  interviewed  by  David  Gregory,  Meet 
the  Press,  NBC,  September  28,  2009  ;  Kit  Bond,  "Kit  Bond  Responds  to  questions  on  Iran," 
interviewed  by  Chris  Wallace,  Fox  News  Sunday,  September  28,  2009. 

142  Paul  R.  Pillar,  "Making  Aggression  Respectable,"  The  National  Interest,  December  20, 
2010. 

143  Stephen  M.  Walt,  "How  Not  to  Contain  Iran,"  Foreign  Policy  Magazine,  March  5,  2010. 

144  Paul  Rogers,  "Military  Actions  Against  Iran:  Impact  and  Effects,  The  Monthly  Review, 
July,  20,  2010. 

145  W.  Patrick  Lang  and  Larry  C.  Johnson,  "New  Year,  Old  Story  on  Iran,"  The  National 
Interest,  March  1 ,  2007. 

146  Walt,  "How  not  to  contain  Iran,"  2010. 

147  Paul  Rogers,  Iran:  Consequences  of  a  War  (Oxford:  Oxford  Research  Group,  2006),  3. 

148  Walt,  "How  not  to  contain  Iran,"  201 0. 

149  Rogers,  Iran:  Consequences  of  a  War,  2. 

150  Copeland,  The  Origins  of  Major  Wars,  45. 

151  Mark  Simakovsky,  "Reassessing  Regime  Change:  US  National  Security  towards  Iran," 
The  Journal  of  International  Policy  Solutions,  2004,  Edmund  A.  Walsh  School  of  Foreign 
Service,  Georgetown  University,  2004.  Permission  to  cite  was  obtained  on  December  2,  2010; 
Gvosdev,  Nikolas  K.  &  Ray  Takeyh,  "Pragmatism  in  the  Midst  of  Iranian  Turmoil,"  The 
Washington  Quarterly,  Autumn  (2004),  41;  Molavi,  Afshin.  “Buying  Time  in  Tehran.”  Foreign 
Affairs  (Nov./Dec.  2004),  9. 

152  Josh  Halliday  and  Julian  Borger,  "Iranian  nuclear  plants  likely  target  of  foiled  cyber 
sabotage,"  The  Guardian,  September,  25,  2010. 

153  Hillary  Clinton,  "Hillary  Clinton  on  the  Nuclear  Deterrence  of  Iran,"  interviewed  by  Keith 
Olbermann,  MSNBC's  Countdown,  April  16,  2008. 

154Walt,  "How  Not  to  Contain  Iran,"  2010. 

155  Dustin  Dehez,  "Iran:  The  Flaws  of  Containment,"  The  Begin-Sadat  Center  for  Strategic 
Studies,  BESA  Center  Perpectives  Paper,  No.  123,  November,  24,  2010. 

156  Michael  Anton,  "Iran  and  the  Cost  of  Containment,"  The  National  Review,  May  3,  2010. 

157  Christopher  Layne,  "Iran:  The  Logic  of  Deterrence,"  The  American  Conservative,  April 
10,2006. 


74 


158  Choices  for  the  21st  Century  Education  Program,  "The  U.S.  and  Iran:  Confronting  Policy 
Alternatives,"  Watson  Institute  for  International  Studies,  Brown  University,  2010. 

159  Gene  L.  Rochin,  "Iran  Air  Flight  655  and  the  USS  Vincennes:  Complex,  Large-Scale 
Military  Systems  and  the  Failure  of  Control,"  Institute  of  Government  Studies,  University  of 
California  Berkeley,  1990,  1-27. 

160  Barry  Posen,  Inadvertent  Escalation:  Conventional  War  and  Nuclear  Risk  (Ithaca: 
Cornell  university  Press,  2005)  10,  22. 

161  David  E.  Sanger,  "Debate  Grows  on  Nuclear  Containment  of  Iran,"  The  New  York 
Times,  March  13,  2010. 

162  Suzanne  Maloney,  "America  and  Iran:  From  Containment  to  Coexistence,"  Brookings 
Policy  Brief  Series  #81,  The  Brookings  Institute,  August  2001 . 

163  Robert  A.  Divine,  The  Cuban  Missile  Crisis  (New  York:  Markus  Weiner  Publishing, 

1988),  31. 

164  Mike  Shuster,  "Could  Deterrence  Counter  a  Nuclear  Iran?"  mpeg,  National  Public  Radio, 
August  25,  2009. 

165  Jeffrey  Goldberg  "The  Point  of  No  Return,"  The  Atlantic,  September  2010. 

166Tzvi  Ben  Gedalyahu,  "Israeli  Strike  on  Iran  Likely  after  Next  July,"  Atlantic  Monthly, 
February,  2010.  http://www.israelnationalnews.com/  (accessed  on  13  October  2010). 

167  Ron  Rhodes,  Northern  Storm  Rising:  Russia,  Iran  and  the  Emerging  End-Times  Military 
Coalition  against  Israel  (Eugene:  Plarvest  House  Publishers,  2008),  51 . 

168  Geneive  Abdo,  "Dealing  with  Iran:  Time  for  a  "Middle  Way"  between  Confrontation  and 
Conciliation,"  The  Century  Foundation,  April  14,  2010. 

169  Walt,  "How  not  to  contain  Iran,"  201 0. 

170  Abdo,  "Dealing  with  Iran:  Time  for  a  "Middle  Way"  between  Confrontation  and 
Conciliation,"  2010. 

171  Hossein  Askari,  Middle  East  Exporters:  What  Happened  to  Economic  Development? 
(Northhampton:  Edward  Elgar  Publishing  Limited,  2006),  318. 

172  Kenneth  Katzman,  "Iran:  U.S.  Concerns  and  Policy  Responses,"  Congressional 
Research  Service,  Report  for  Congress  RL32048,  September  22,  2010.  Summary. 

173  Dennis  Ross  and  David  Makovsky,  Myths,  Illusions  and  Peace:  Finding  a  New 
Directions  for  America  in  the  Middle  East  (New  York:  Penguin  Group,  2009),  222. 

174  The  Government  of  the  Democratic  and  Popular  Republic  of  Algeria,  "Algiers  Accords," 
Declaration  of  the  Government  of  the  Democratic  and  Popular  Republic  of  Algeria,  January  1 9, 


75 


1981 ;  Ross  and  Makovsky,  Myths,  Illusions  and  Peace:  Finding  a  New  Directions  for  America  in 
the  Middle  East,  223. 


176  Henry  Kissenger,  Does  America  Need  a  Foreign  Policy ?  (New  York:  Simon  and 
Schuster,  2001)  200. 

177  Ross  and  Makovsky,  Myths,  Illusions  and  Peace:  Finding  a  New  Directions  for  America 
in  the  Middle  East,  221 . 

178  Kissenger,  Does  America  Need  a  Foreign  Policy ?,  219. 

179  Ross  and  Makovsky,  Myths,  Illusions  and  Peace:  Finding  a  New  Directions  for  America 
in  the  Middle  East,  225. 

180  Mahmoud  Ahmadinejad,  "President:  Iran's  Nuclear  Issue,  Heaviest  Contemporary 
Political  Struggle,"  Presidency  of  the  Islamic  Republic  of  Iran  News  Service,  December  5,  2007. 

181  Kissenger,  Does  America  Need  a  Foreign  Policy ?,  199. 

182  Patrick  Clawson  and  Michael  Eisenstadt,  eds.,  "Deterring  the  Ayatollahs:  Complications 
in  Applying  Cold  War  Strategy  to  Iran,"  WINEP,  Agenda:  Iran  Series,  Policy  Focus  No.  72,  July 
2007. 

183  Kissenger,  Does  America  Need  a  Foreign  Policy ?,  201 . 

184  Ross  and  Makovsky,  Myths,  Illusions  and  Peace:  Finding  a  New  Directions  for  America 
in  the  Middle  East,  233. 


76 


